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Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


4 ^, 2012 

W.3Tr. 2048.- -^ITRT ^ 'ITRT ^ 

arfVcRtTT ^ 11-4-2012^ 

^ 30 2012 

cFft U 1 S( 5 )/2009-^^!1lf^ 37Tf^ 

•SFT^ ■^, RIO93? "^Tf^ ^ ^TRtl3 11 -4-2012 ^ 

WT "Ol 16 4 2012 

[^‘.1^9?. 18(5)/2009— 

MINISTRY OF LAW AND JUSTICE 
(Department of Legal Affairs) 
CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 4th June, 2012 

S.O. 2048.—In partial modification of this 
Department's Notification F.No. 18{5)/2009-JudI,, dated 30th 

2081 01/2012 


May, 2012 accepting resignation of Shri Vivek K. Tankha, 
Senior Advocate as Additional Solicitor General of India 
(Direct faxes) in the Supreme Court w.e.f. 11 -4-2012, the 
date of acceptance of resignation may be read as 16-4- 
2012, instead of 11-4-2012. 

fNo.K 18(5)/2009-Judl.! 
SURESH CHANDRA, Jt. Secy, and Legal Adviser 

Rcnl, 12 2012 

^.3ir, 2049.—3lt^4J7,1949 (1949 

10) ^ 53 ^ TO ^ 

fM ^ ^ ftrrrfo] 

^ ^ ^ in ^ C1) 4;- 

131^ (TT) ^ ^-13^ (^) ^ ^ 3tw 

4)m4 ^ 3TWTj^ 

^ '*'10 

^ ^ ^ ^ 

4)l4Mld4i). 4i ■=1lt^iT ^ *4 tl 

r>TU 13/2/2012 4134 11 
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MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 12th June, 2012 
S.O. 2049. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 53 of the Banking Regulation Act, 1949 (10 of 1949), 
the Government, of tndht on the recommendation of the 
Reserve Bank of India, declare that the provisions 

of sub-clause (i) of ciause(c) of sub-section (1) of Section 
10 of tbe said Act shall not apply to Oriental Bank of 
Commerce in so &r as it relates to the nomination of Shri 
S.L. Bansal, Chahrman mid Managing Director of the bank 
as a nominee director (non-executive) on Board of Canara 
HSBC Oriental Bank of Cmnmerce Life Insurance Co. Ltd. 

[F. No. 13/2/2012-Bai] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy, 
13 2012 

2050.—^ 3qfiTfWT, 1934 ^ 
8 ^ (4) ^ ^ (i) ^ 

(^) SR? viPwoT ^ TPibr 

: 27-6-1952) ^ 14 

2012 3!RTIRt ^ ^ 

37?^ (?^, ^ viKdl^l ^ ^ ^ 

[RH. 7/l/2012-^3i)-I] 

New Delhi, the 13th June, 2012 
S.O. 2050.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (I) read with sub-sectton (4) of 
Section 8 of the Reserve B^nk of India Act, 1934, the Central 
Government hereby re-appoints Dr. K.C. Chakraborty 
(DoB: 27-6-1952), as Deputy Governor, Reserve Bank of 
India for a further period of three months beyond 14th 
June, 2012 or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 7/1/2012-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 
f^^,'14 2012 

2051.—371cn^ ^ 1987 (1987 

^ 53) ^ VR? 6 ^ ^-tlRT (1) ^ "^ (73) ^ 

^ ^ ^ dl^<a ^ ^ ^ 37^ ^ 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.0.2051.—In exercise of the powers confeired by clause 
(b) of sub-section (I) of Section 6 of the National Housing 
Bank Act, 1987 (53 of 1987), the Central Govmunent hereby 
appoints the following,persons to be the directors on the 


period of three years with effect from the dateof issue of 
this notification: 

(0 Dr. Santosh Chandra Panda, Expert-Economics, 
Prof, of Economics, Delhi School of Economic 
and ED, Centre for Dev. Economics, Delhi School 
ofEconomics. 

(n) Dr. Neelima Risbud, Head Dept, of Housing Co¬ 
ordinator, National Resource Centre, Minisfry of 
Housing and Uiban Poverty Alleviation, New Delhi— 
[F. No. 24/17/201WF-Il] 
RAMAN KUMAR GAUR, Under Secy, 
^^^,18-^,2012 

W.3TT. 2052.—TI^jW "HiliW) 
1970/1980 ^ ^ 3 ^ ( 1) aftr 8 ^ 

■3^-^ (1) ^ CarcfsP^f ;^ 3?^ 

^ 3fdTd) 37fvfddR, 1970/1980 dJt t?Rl 9 ^'^-VR? (3) 
^ ^ (d?) ^ iflfdd^lT dd irqbT dR^ ^, 

■?Rd?R, HR^ ^ WRf dR^ ^ RTdl((, T^' ^gK I, 
^ 3TIRr ^ -qfR. 3n4 fdfrr : 

25-9-1956) 30-9-2016 

ddT 3787fc( dddit ^ 37?^ UTRl dR^ df) dRN ddT 

37*7^1 3m^ 37T^^ cT^, ^ 77d^ anfqi 

^31 ^ =t)i4Hic1=h ^ fdgdd dRdt "tl 

[m 4/5/2011-^37)-1 I 
Rc?h7, 37d7 

New Delhi, the 18th June, 2012 
S.O. 2052.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub-clause (I) of clause 3 and sub¬ 
clause (1) of Clause 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 

1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 


FftHPelRsId dTt 377dR7 ^ ( T3.Hl^^4l ) ^ 

ft' fd^ ^ t 

(i) 73^ "TFST, t^lN5l-378f?71T5ft, ^Wrr, 

378f?TI?37, 37797 fdilHTfqcW 3^ 

"^iR 

37T97 |4ilHTrM«H7l 

(ii) 'i'IRihi 37«27^, d^37Tft^ 

^«7m, 71^ ^ 37TdR7 Wfr dM 

H5|ld4. M 

[m 24/17/2010-371^-11] 
T^ur^HK dte, 37^ ^f^c( 


the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri S.D. Arya 
(DoB : 25-9-1956), General Manager, BankofMaharashtra 
as Executive Director, United Bank of India, with effect 
from the date of his taking over charge of the post tilt 
30-9-2016, i.e. the date of his superannuation or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/2011-BO-I] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

18 7^. 2012 

W.37T. 2053.—IfeF (Wv TTefiM dR57M 
) 1970/1980 ^^3 ^^-^ ( 1 ) 37 ^^ 8 ^ 

C1) ^ ^*7 dd 3F5fd 
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TTof 3TcR^) srfVrf^iR, 1970/1980 VRl 9 (3) 

7^ (^) ^ 31^ JflPwqT ^ 
m^, ^ 'RWVi ^ '<a<vgra, 

3TFUt ^ ^ ^ (‘SRT t?rf^ : 

10-6-1956) ^Tl?^ ^ OlOo ^ 30-6-2016 
(1^ <JH<+>1 Slf^qRtn ^ 30^ UIRT ^ 

3TST^ 3RT^ 3TI^' ^ ^ ^ ^ 

«6i4Mid4) ^ '4* tl 

[m U 4/5/201 l~4tai)-I] 
■qc^, 31^ 

New Delhi, the 1 ^ June, 2012 
S.O- 2053 —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) ofSection 9 of The Banku^ 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertaking) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub<lause (1) of clause 3 aqd sub- 
clausejl) of Clause 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
tire Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri P.-Srinivas 
(DoB : 10-6-1956), Generals Manager, Andhra Bank as 
Executive Director, Bank df Baroda, with effect from the 
date of his taking over charg&ofthe post till 30-6-2016, i.e. 
the date of his superanni^ion or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. , 

[F. No. 4/5/2011-BO-1] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Sec y. 
18^,2012 

•W,3?r. 2054—^ (3^^ 31^ 

) 1970/1980 ^ ^ dH<a-s (1) sffr 8 

(1) ^ ^ 

■qcf 3RR^) 3Tft#RR. 1970/1980^^9^^-^ (20 
^ (^) “gRl 31^ itffyiqT ^ TRlbT ^R^ 

-qRcfrq ^ WRf ^ ^ '9?^, T^RT, 

^ ^ 4t. it. ?r4 

1-8-1956) ofit "3^^ di<lQ'^31-8-2016 

^ Sierfcf <3-14)13TT^ TURf 4R^ 4)t niOo cW 
3T«Rn 3RT^ 3n^‘ ^ ^ ^ 

4>l49ld4? f44vi4) =^><4t fl 

*/,' [m RT. 4/5/2011 -^34-1 ] 

ffi! 31^ 

NewDelhCthe 18th June,2012 
S.O. 2054 —In ex^ffcise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisitidii and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and sub¬ 
clause (1) of Clause 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of fndia, hereby appoints Shri B. P. Sharma 
(DoB; 1-8-1956), general Manager, Punjab National Bank 


as Executive Director, Bank of India, with effect from the 
date of his taking over charge of the post till 31 -7-2016, l.c. 
the date of his superannuation or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/2011-BO-11 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 
18^,2012 

2055 — ^3(^^q^^) 
1970/1980 ^ Tsfe 3 ^ (i) ^ 8 ^ 

(1) (^wif^3T^ 

tij^'STcRai) arftftWT, 1970/1980 4ft ^RI 9 4ft ^-tT Rl (3) 

^ (^) ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

.fR4»R, ^ H<IH^ ^ H^fdld, 

^«l^^'q?lW?4r ; 3-1-1956) 

^ ^ ^ ^ dRt^ ^ 31 -1-2016 ^ 3 t4?( 

^ ^ 3115 3nRl ^ ^ dlft^ ^ 3181^ 

3n^' "9^ ^ ^ 4JT49T^ 

fH^Jfld) ^ ^Rdt ti 

[qn. u 4/5/2011 -4t34-i ] 

31^ 

New Delhi, the 18th June, 2012 
S.O. 2055.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 and sub¬ 
clause (1) of Claiuse 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Sadhu 
Ram Bansal (DoB: 3-1 -1956), General Manager, Dena Bank 
as Executive Director, Punjab National Bank, with effect 
from the date of his taking over charge of the post nil 
31-1-2016, i.e. the dato of his superannuation or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 4/5/2011-BO-l] 
VIJAY MALI lOTRA, Under Secy. 
18^, 2012 

■^51.311. 2056.—0'^-9<f)tl (314*^ tt 4 M=h1‘4 ^3d^q) 

1970/1980 5^ ^-3^ (1) sffr X ^ 

(1 ) ^ iiW^TRt (<5 HsK 4) 3FihT 

■Q;4 3RR^) 3lfrlfRR, 1970/1.980 ^ 9 4ft 34- 4RT (3) 

^ (TT) IgRI 44^ ?Tfe9f 4JT 44 fi 4Rft 1^;, 

W^, RRdtq fM ^ ^ ^ ^ 

: 21-7-1960) 

4ft 3R^ -9^ -q^n 4Rft 4ft 4R)>7g ^ 4f4 44? 4ft 314f4 ^ 
%t3; 318141 314^ 31Tft?i?44J, 4ft ^ ^ 3114? ^-slsi ^ 

4i l 4mc14 ^ 1ft^?l4T ^ “ft Pltjdd 4Rcftfl 

[tTH. R. 4/5/2011- 41311 1 ! 
f 444 Rrgft^l, 3147 nfqq 
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New DelJii, the iSth June, 2012 
S O. 20S6.—In exercifie of the powers conferred by 
clau! e (a) of sub<eectioii (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Com oanies (Accpiiaition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970 ^980 read with sutHshutefl) of clause 3 and sub- 
clau ie ( 1 ) of Clause 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Mai lagement and Misoelianeous ihrovisions) Scheme, 
1970 '1980, the Central GOventmeiil, after consultation with 
the F eserve Batdt of India, hereby appoints Shri Sudhir 
Kum rJain(DoB:21.7-I96I^€eneral Manager, Dena Bank 
as Ex Bcutive Director Bank of Baroda, with effect from the 
date >f his taking over diaige of the post for a period of 
five ) e^^ or untifftutheroiders,whichever is earl ier. 

[F. No. 4/5/20II-BOI] 
VIJAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 
2012 

2057.—4^ ( 31 ^ -qof 
1970/I9H0 ^ 3 ^ ( 1 ) ^ 

irq) aifvfSfjp?, 1970/1980 ^ ifRI 9 (3) 

^ (9?) ^ iKw ^ 

^ ^ 981951^ # 1 ^: 

I'7-1957) ^ ^ ■qfg ^ 

^ ^ -5^ tff 

K ^ tT^5fTe» ^ ^ cfrdl ti 

C^iT. 4 4/5/201 l-^taqf-I] 

New Delhi, the tftfti Jum, 2012 
S.C2057.—In exercise the powera conferred by 

clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 Of The Banking 
Compi nies (Acquisition and Tr^fer of Uhdertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with Sub-clause (1) of dause 3 and sub^ 
clause (I) of Clause 8 of The Nattonalised Banks 
(Management and Mtscellaneous Precisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Govemmetxt, ^r consultation with 
the Rej erve Bank oDndia, a^^M^lrts Shri Arun Tiwari 

(DoB: 1-7-1957), General Manager/Bank of Baroda as 
Execut ive Director, Allah^ad Banld with effect from the 
date ol his taking over charge of ft# post for a period of 
five ye irs, or untiIfinther orders,Ai^ichcvcr is earlier. 

7[F. No. 4/5/20II-BO-I] 
VUAY MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 

W ^,2012 

^ iT.aft. 2058.^TI«^9^ W ( 9 ^ 9 ^ ^q) 

pf^, 970/1980 ^ ^ 3 (1) ^ 8 ^ 

^-3^ ( 1 ) ^*T (TWTf ^ 3T^ 

3 ^'ll) 3 rftd^, 1970/1980^ tiro 9 ^- 39 -«rm ( 3 ) 

^ ^ (9J) sm 9^ Tri^Rff m 9919 

W«hi<., 4fqr ^ qv^tid, "^cl^gRl, 


9119^719 ^ *ie)x4V9> sit %. TTO^ro tNN (9P7 

31-10-1955) ^ 999R ^ mfFs ^ 

31-10-2015 c!9r 3T«lf?(^99Jt aqjg 9T9T 

^ m 318?^ 3ro^ 39 ^' ?i9f, ij) 9 ?^ i\, 

4N) ^ q>l4mH4> ^ ^ 4f 19^99 97^1 ^1 

[ 99 . U 4 / 5 / 2011 - 4134 - 1 ] 

New Delhi, the 18th June, 2012 
S.O. 2058,—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of The Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980 read with sub-clause (I)'of clause 3 and sub¬ 
clause (I) of Clause 8 of The Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after cmisulftUion wifti 
the l^$«ye Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri K. Ramadas 
^^V)y (poB:31-10-1955), General Manager, Corporation 
Bank as Executive Director, Vijaya Bank, with effect from 
the date of his taking over charge of the post till 
31-10-2015, i.e. the date of his superannuation or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[K No. 4/5/2011-BO-I] 
VUAY MALHOTRA, Under Spey. 


^^,11^,2012 

■^.39. 2059.—^^^419 W9JR, 7r5riTI9T (9f9 ^ 

1^9419) f999, 1976 9^ ^199 10 ^ ^-frPTO 
(4) ^ 3I5?ro9 4f Tfd<^gKI 3R!f«J ^9FI ^ f THfdRad 
999f^. 80 9frmcl -4 3rf99r 9»49 i r<9T ft 99 

99491997 919! 97T %9! f, 9ft 3?f9^f49 9roft tl 

1. 3pftfft!T9 9 <«ki 1U 9ft^r91c997 #f9 (T^q^fq^)^ 
39^-683112 

2. irrd ■3r^?4t9 9T9T?fr ( 39 ^ 31141 ^^) 
ffl^99^?igro-6950l3 

[99.4. 8/1/10/2011 ft. I 
9^9^ Tm, 3m lrf49 
DEPARTMENTOF SPACE 
Bangalore, the I Ith June, 2012 
S.0. 2059 .—In pursuance of Sub-rule (4) of the Rule 10 
of the OflRci^ Language (use for official purpose of the 
Union) Rule, 1976, ftie Central Government, [lereby notifies 
the fol lowing Offices of the Department of Space, whereof 
more than 80 percent staff have acquared the working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

1. Amonium Perchlorate Experimental Plant 
(APEP), 

Aluva-683 1!2 

1 IS^OfnertiaJ Systems Unit ((ISU) 
Thiruvananthapur^-^$ 

[F. Na 8/1/10/2011-111 
N. PATTABHI RAMAN, Under Secy. 
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(HTprpuftndnr) 

2012 

nir.aiF, 2060.—Mn ( 

3flTM«Fl) 1 ^. I964^f^ 12 ^<mrH*W ( 2 ) 

W<T ( <Wird ^ ^ MaiFT) 3Tfvf^. 1963 

(1963 ^22) (1) 

^■. 02-03, sr«W t^#5n,3ntf^ Tl^wh 

^-403802 ^ W ^ x«hntn ^ 

#T ^ ^ <HidraP? ^ ^ 

arfv^;^ ws^. 3975 20 1965 

■^' w 3RR^ ^-l 

^ ad'jRSF sftr 3(RRip, A«hT' 4 ■s]|3Pira?n|5 ^ 

^rMf afl^ 3T*TRjf ^ Mci Pi*-irciR^ 

^ Tim ^ 

■4' ■RPrai ■JRR ^R(it t, 3T«rf(^ :- 
(i) ^rM 4 »« R^l'J 1 BFift?H,H. 02-03, 

TiqR farf^, an^itf^ tpwH 

iTiaiI-403802 3af^ ^ «RR^ 1 

(M^) 1^, 1965 ^ 4 ^ 3T^ 

apT 3RrTO ^ ^ '3^ WTF 3?q5!if ^ 

^ ^ ^ t^ff^ MaiPn’<7ft^ 

SRI ■jnfRcT srfV^iR-MT apt -jrafRi 
(n) ^lowiliew aprift^H,< 02-03, 

TisRT 'm, iwiftr^ farf^, arqtf^ XRwih iltew, 
7^75(1-403802 ^ ^ 

^ 3?It 

<Hirddi (H^'sIWI) ?RI ^T*RT-'?RRI tr f^Ran 
Tin SIR® #Tt I 

[T^.'^. 4/i3/20ii-'W^TMajor] 

'ii. v^. ■?T 3 ^ "^rM 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 
(Department of Commerce) 

N^ Delhi, the 8 th June, 2012 
S,0.2060.—In exercise of the powers conferred by the 
sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sul>-rule 
(2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government herein recognises. 
M/s Therapeutics Chemical Research Corporation, located 
at No. 02 & 03, First Floor, Classic Building, Opposite 
Ricone Hotel, Vasco-da-Gama, Goa-403802, as an Agency 
for a period of three years fiom the date of publication of 
this notification, for the inspection of Minerals and Ores 
Group-I, namely, Iron Ore and Manganese ore excluding 
Manganese Dioxide, specified in the Schedule annexed to 
the Ministry of Commerce notification number S.0.3975 


dated the 20th December 1965, prior to export of said 
minerals and ores at Goa, subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(i) M/s. Therapeutics Chemical Research Corporation, 
No. 02 & 03, First Floor, Classic Building, Opposite 
Ricone Hotel, Vasco-da^ama, Goa-403802, shall give 
adequate facilities to the officers nominated by the 
Export Inspection Council in this behalf to examine 
the method of inspection followed by them in granting 
the “Certificate of inspection” under rule 4 of the 
Export of Minerals and Ores - Group I (Inspection) 
Rules, 1965; 

(ii) M/s. Therapeutics Chemical Research Corporation, 
No. 02 & 03, First Fldor, Classic Building, Opposite 
Ricone Hotel, Vasco*da-Gama, Goa-403802, ip the 
performance of their function under this notification 
shall be bound^by ?uch directives as the Director 
(Inspection and(^ajky Control) may give in writing 
from time to time. 

[F. No, 4/13/2011 -Export Inspection] 
D.S.DHESl.Jt.Secy. 

8^, 2012 

^.3I1T. 2061"Wrl («Wlfd4) 

Mvn) Mr. 1964 ^ Mr 12 ^ rtr rM Mfti 
(RRlf^ M5 (vt alfr M^) 3?fRMR, 1963 ( 1963 ^ 
22) RRT 7 RJt 3R-RRI ( 1)-gRT RRR TlMqf RH RRfrr 
^ “Mr 3IiMT 

RMt. ^ R. 23-3-6,75 

CJRRT RR MiZ) MnwrRRR-530001, R^t ^ 
ajfrj^^RT ^ RRJTRR ^ MrI ^ R^ Rit 3JRfR ^ M 
Rf^RT^^RRRR^RTMRR^l^R^ 3TM[RR1 R^RF^, 
Rn.ain. 3975 RI^ 20 MrRT, 1965 ^ 49W4 
RRIRiPiR*? 1§M sfk 37R^ 1. ^ 

3RRR) 3ffr ^OArhYsi I RR Mfrl ^ M#tMI 
TIrT ^ 3T#T ^ MtTMRRRR ‘4' RRR sfR 

3J7RR?f RR Mot RR^ ^ 3lfRROT ^ ^ 

RTRRT RRIR RRRt i— 

(i) Mr T^R. “Mr srMt 

«61«lc^4H’'Rl^fRR Rf^,^ 23-3-6, 

75 rM M (■ 3 RRI RR ^ ^ MtT^- 
RRRR-530001, ■QM sffr W^- \ 

MfcT (Mot) Mr, 1965 ^ Mr 4 ^ 
3?RtR Mot RJt RRFHRR ^ ^ M ^3RRr gRT 
^iTRRi^ M Mot rr Mot rM 
Mtr Mfe Mot RtM gru nmMfviR 
MrrrM' M rrM Mt; 

(ii) Mi^l fRRi T^R. Mr^, “Mr ^rIrtr 

RrMrR'^ M l gfjN ^4^.jhR fr rMt.^R 23-3-6, 
75 rM (RTTR1 ^ fR^) 
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4>IC1|qfV ^ ^<chK ^ cjlpUKj^ ^T5IT^ ^ 

3975 cIRt^ 20 1965 

^-1 ^ 3T^ ^ 

Wcl ^ 1n*qRif<aa ^ 3T%ih ^ 

0^ T3^ 3Rf%ToRT4 ^ 

"RRIcff WT ^Rcft i, :- 


New Delhi, the 8th June, 2012 

J.O. 2061.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
■section (I) of Section 7 ofthe Export (Quality Control 
Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with rule 12 of 
Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Rules, 1964, 
Central Government herein recognises M/s Mitra S.K. 
Ltd. located at Mohsin Estates, Top Floor, 'Marine 
ce Complex', Door No. 23-3-6,75 Feet Road (Near Old 
Stand), Visakhapatoain-530 001, as an agency for a 
od of three years from.the date of publication of this 
Pication, for the inspection of Minerals and Ores Group- 
mely, Iron Oe, Manganese Ore and Ferro Manganese, 
ifled In theSchedule annexed to the notification ofthe 
emment of India in the Ministry of Commerce number 
3975, dated the 20th December, 1965, prior to export of 
aid Minerals and Ores ai Visakhapatnam, subject to 
b I lowing conditions, namely:— 

that. M/s Mitra S.K. Pvt, Ltd., Mohsin Estates, Top 
Floor; 'Marine Office Complex', Door No. 23-3-6,75 
Feet Road (Near Old Bus Stand), Visakhapatnam-530 
001, shall give adequate facilities to the officers 
nominated by the Export Inspection Council in this 
behalf to examinethe m^hod of inspection followed 
by them in carrying out the inspection under rule 4 
ofthe Export of Minerals and Ores, Group- 1 

(Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

that M/s Mitra S.K. Pvt. Utd., Mohsin Estates, Top 
Floor, 'Marine Office Complex’, Door No 23-3-6,75 
Feel Road (Near Old Bus Stand), Visakhapatnam-530 
00!, in the pcrfonnance of their function under this 
notification shall be bound by such directions as the 
Director (Inspection and Quality Control), Export 
Inspection Council may giyc in writing from time to 
time. 

IF. No. 4/2/2012-Export Inspection] 
O. S. DHESI, Jt. Secy. 
^ R 2012 

^Br.3tT. 2062. -«h-sO*t fiqln (^ifcidl Pf<4"3t*J[ 

1964^f^ (2) 

f^PTfd (<=Mil<i<il P-imVi alh 1963 

^ 22) 7 ^ ^ ^^ ( I ) ^ TITB 

Ft ^ (-sn?^) 

4!rif§IK,'T^t^-75H042 ^ ^ 

^ WT? 3RiT7B ^ ?1T^ ^ ^ ^ 


(i) ^ ffe^TT (3n|^) 

758042 

^5-1 ^ (f^t^) 1%5 

^ 4 ^ 3T#f :3^ ^ ^ iji 

fWcT ^T RptRNi 

(ii) w 3?fq> 

nrlpH^-S, ^=qf?TR, 758042, W 

tcTfed tY Tpi ^ #iti 

[m n 4/6/2012 WrT ] 
Tlfqq 

New Delhi, the 8th June, 2012 

S.O. 2062. In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with sub-rule 
(2) of rule 12 ofthe Export (Quality Control and Inspection) 
Rules, 1964, the Central Government hereby recbgniscs 
M/s Sup^intendenceCompany of India (Private) Ltd., P.O. 
Nalda, Keonjhar, Odisha- 758042, as an agency for a period 
of three years from the date of publication of this 
notification in the Official Gazatte, for the inspection of 
Minerals and Ores Group-I, namely. Iron Ore, specified in 
the Schedule annexed to the notificatidn ofthe Government 
of India in the Ministry of Commerce, number S.O. 3975, 
dated the 20th December, 1965, prior to export ofthe said 
Minerals and Ores at Nalda, subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(i) that M/s Superintendence Company of India (P) Ltd., 
P.O. Nalda, Keonjhar, Odisha-758 042, shall give 
adequate facilities to the officers nominated by the 
Export Inspection Council in this behalf to examine 
the method of inspection followed by them in carrying 
out the inspection under rule 4 of the Export of 
Minerals and Ores, Group-1 (Inspection) Rules, 1965; 
and 

(ii),that M/s Superintendence Company of India (P) Ltd., 
P.O. Nalda, Keonjhar, Odisha-758 042, in the 
performance of their function under this notification 









23,2012/3;nW 2, 1934 


[^Il~^®^3(ii)] 

shall be bound by such directions as the Director 
(Inspection and Quality Control), Export Inspection 
Council may give in writing from time to time. 

[K No. 4/6/2012-Export Inspection] 

D.S.DHESI,Jt.Secy. 

8 2012 

2063.— (ewiRnil 

1964^1d^ 12 (2) ■^■?TTST 

xrfH?r Wd fdWT 1963 

(1963 ^ 22) ^ w 7 ^ ( 1) ^ 31^ 

^ TPTbT Rrifn^g, , 

24-3-6, frd ^ 3TTfr?rg ^ frr^, PqjflMl- 

WTTT'530001 ^ ^ ^ 

ciKitsi ^ ^ 3T^tT ^ %13; '»31Td W'hK ^ 

■EfslT^, 3TfrP[JdFn U ^.3n. 3975 dT^ 20 
1965 '^n«t 3MWS 3^5^^ RrfrrR^ tafrrsi 

Pl^-lPcinad ?Tdf ^ 

3Ttfrd tgfddf aftt 31411^1’ dJT Pq^N^aiHniH '^‘, fRt^ 
^ tTdT arP^ldJ^ ^ ^ fr' ■RFTdT %it %, 3381^ :- 

(i) 24-3-6, 

fte, ■'ite 3lTP9i^ ^ fd4=J3, pq^fiioi- 

tTtHIT- 530001 3lk -^TijF-l ^ 

fddfd (1^^) Pl^H, 1965 ^ P'I'hH 4 
31#T ^ yH|U|H4 ^ 1^ 

^ ^ "T^ f^8iPiT dll Ho&fn 

f^, ^ PiPHd fddfd Pl<l^ dfrd^ 
^ HIHPhR^^ afrwftdf d5) ddf^ ^dflT 
3fh 

(ii) ^1^ 24-3-6, 

^tPRf^ d^ fddTZ, 
Rj^l|tsllMTjHH-530n01 , ^ ^ aidtd aT>^ 

^ PH^?fl’ ^ 3TTd5 #n 

(M^ ^ 

dftd^ ^ "ddd ■fidd d^ RiPora 

r dd, U 4/1/2012-fddfd ] 

d;^. ^d^dd 

New Delhi, the 8lh June, 2012 

S.O. 2063. In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) of Section 7 of the Export (Quality Control 
and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with rule 12 of 
the Export (Quality Control and Inspection) Rules, 1964, 
the Central Government hereby recognises M/s Italab 
Private Limited located at "Sai Sadhan", 24-3-6, Main Road, 
Near Old Post OfTice, Visakhapatnam- 530 001, as an agency 
for a period of three years from the date of publication of 
this notification, for the inspection of Minerals and Ores 
Group-L namely. Iron Ore, specified in the Schedule 
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annexed to the notification of the Government of India in 
the Ministry of Commerce number S.O. 3975, dated the 
20th December, 1965, prior to export of the said Minerals 
and Ores at Visakhapatnam, subject to the following 
conditions, namely:— 

(0 that M/s Italab Private Limited, ‘‘Sai Sadhan”, 24-3-6. 
Main Road, Near Old Post Office, Visakha¬ 
patnam- 530 001 shall give adequate facilities to the 
officers nominated by the Export Inspection Council 
in this behalf to examine the method of inspection 
followed by them in carrying out the inspection under 
rule 4 of the Export of Minerals and Ores, Group-1 
(Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s Italab Private Limited, "Sai Sadhan", 24-3-6, 
Main Road, Near Old Post Office. Visakha¬ 
patnam- 530 001, in the performance of their function 
under this notification shall be bound by such 
directions as the Director (Inspection and Quality 
Control), Export Inspection Council may give in 
writing from time to time. 

[K No.4/1/2012-i;vpoi1 Inspection! 

D.S.DHESl,Jt.Secy. 

^ q4IH4I 

11 2012 

2064.—^ ^ 

^ f^, 1976 ^ fro 10 ^ 4 ^ 

cf^ q'i^lciq 3fcPtcl 37T^ fiMRiRsm 
•4jf 80 yfdi^lcl ^ ^ ^ 

1. t™ RiPhA^ , 

30/38 ■=3. 6, Idl'd 

641004 (clfHel'li^)! 

[U t 11016/1/2011-%^ I 
cfrRT, 

MINISTRY OF TEXTILES 

New Delhi, the 11 th June. 2012 
S.O. 2064. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule lOol 
the Official Languages (use for the ollicial purpose ot the 
Union) Rules, 1976, the Centra) Government, hereby, 
notifies the following office of tfve Ministry of Textiles, 
more than 80% staff whereof have acquired working 
knowledge of Hindi: 

1. Regional Office, National lipdloom Development 
Corporation Ltd., No.30/3^^ot No.6, TN U D P- 
Colony Gandhi, Maanagar Pilamedu Post 
Coimbatore-641 004 (Tamil N adu). 

[No.i:-l 1016/1/2011-Hindi I 
SUNAINA fOMAR. Jl. Secy. 
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aAt Ri<hui irsn^nr 

(Trnw ifiV) 

^ RctiI, 8 2012 

W. 3ir. 2065.-r-'^Knl<^ tcTTO fWT, 1987 ^ 7 ^ (1) ^ ^ (^) ^ 

^ f Tfr^cit^ tn^’ ^ ^ ‘4’ f ^ ?anfm ^ ^ f :_ 

- ;. ' ■ ' / » ;g ■ ■ ■' .! ■ . ' ., ^ '— ■ ■ — - 

^ T8nPm1?if*T 

^ ^f®n, ^ a% 3^Rl*^^d ttprf 

3TWRH^,-qf^ ^ 

^ ^n§m 3^ 

0 )_■ . - vC2) -.X. (3) ~ (4^ 

3T!fTrq9299 (’Ml): 1979 S 6 2012 


3fllfT^9299 (qFI3/3T3qn 0:1979 8 6 2012 


S 6 2012 


4. 301^ T???/3nf ^ ^ 60371 -3-6:1992 33?iqr ^ li^T 9299 ( ^FT 3/3?3qTn 6 ) :1993 8 6 2012 

3?iq?ftir 'HIHtil qit f^fvinvi-qFT'3: 

^ ^rf?lfe- ^ 6 ^ 7^ i|9T4h) 

^Rf^pT 3T^q7 

5. 3??PF|R^rift5! ^RPnft ^ fqfviP^ 3nf 9299 ('‘TFT 3/3T5Tnn 3) :1982 8 6 2012 

qm-3f ^gH^TRpg#'^ f qfv i f^ ?ffe 7 

T33»5T qKrt4» ^ 

Tato 9l<»fi w f%#M 3(13^7 9299 ('7F1 3/315qFT 5):1992 

[3^1^9299 (^3/3!3qFT 7) qrrwi^^] 

6. 3?1RT 8 6 2012 

qm-3 qit tqf^lR^- ^ 8 

^sqRTT ^ 3T^ 

Ml M 

qRqit q>t T?;3T ’ikalM HM=t>3?Rqr qqq, 9,q?T5T wqqrrqFt, q|f^r#-ii(MX)2, 4»i9id9l : 

M «i>)ci^ini, ^0^9®, "giq^ Tiqi TTF^l qnqMf : 3l^H<NK, qq^, Mm, qjtq^qgr, J[q | gk1 . 

^«iqK, qqjc, qJHS?. qeqr, ^ Pck^qH^i^iH -4’ 1^ f i 

[1M:02/^-38.^-40,•2[-l85,'^ 1.39,^-186,^ 178j' 
3nL T^g qg® (1^ cw^) 


1. 3n^ 35R/3n^ t# 60371 -1: 2003 ST'ffqr 

snqiftq qisRiMimrat M ^ft- i ; 
qftqPH^ 3f[T RTRT'q 3T^^ [3TT| -OTR 9299 
Cm 1 ) 

1 3nfW3nf ^#60371-3-1: 2006 3T^ 
31Tqrftqq»qiM>TOft M r^Pv i r^ - qFT-3: 

^TPT!& qit f ^ l Pvi - Mz 1 fWTft^cTqr 
fqci‘H4> 3fyT■Rmift [3TT^T^?T 9299 ('RFT 3/ 
^m 1) l 

3. 3n^35?T/3nf I # 60371-3-4:1992 3T1^ 

3TTqiftq 3^11^1 M fqrf^lfe- ttfT- 3: 

^[^*1 qi55T r^<rH "^fecl 3Tqgr 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 8th June, 2012 

S O 206S.-ln pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards Rules. 1987, 
It is hereby notifies that these Indian Standards, particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule give hereafter, have 
been cancelled and stand withdrawn ; 

SCHEDULE _ 

Date of Established 


SI. No. 


( 1 ) 


No. & Year of the Indian 
Standards 


No. and Year of the 
Indian Standards, if 
any, Superseded by 
the New Indian Standards 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


1. IS/IEC 60371-1:2003 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 
mica -Part 1 : Definitions and general 
requirements 

2. IS/lEC 60371 -3-1; 2006 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 

mica -Part 3 ; Specifications for individual 
materials Section 1 Commutator separators 
and materials 

3. IS/IEC 60371 -3-4:1992 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 

mica -Part 3:Specifications for individual 
materials Section 4 Polyester film-backed 
mica paper with a B-stage epoxy resin 
binder 

4. IS/IEC 60371 -3-6:1992 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 

mica -Part 3: Specifications for individual 
materials Section 6: Glass-backed mica 
paper with a B-stage epoxy resin binder 

5. IS/lEC 60371-3-7:1995 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 

mica -Part 3: Specifications for individual 
materials Section 7 Polyester film mica 
paper with an epoxy resin binder for single 
conductor taping 


IS9299(Part I): 1979Insulating 
materials based on built-up mica 
or treated mica paper: Part 1 ; 

Definitions and general requirements 
IS 92p9(Part 3/Sec 1): 1979 Insulating 
materials based on built-up mica 
or treated mica paper: Part 3 : 
Specifications for individual materials 
Section 1 Rigid mica material for commutator 
separators 


8 - 6-2012 


8 - 6-2012 


8 - 6-2012 


lS9299(Parl3/Scc6): 1993 Insulating 
materials based on built-up mica 
or treated mica paper: Part 3 ; 

Specifications for individual materials 
Section 6 Glass-backed mica paper 
with a B-stage epoxy resin bond 
IS 9299(Part 3/Sec 3): 1982 Insulating 
materials based on built-up mica 
or treated mica paper: Part 3 : 

Specifications for individual materials 
Section 3 flexible mica flake tape for 
insulation of electrical machines 
IS 9299(Part 3 /Sec 5): 1992 Insulating 
materials based on built-up mica 
or treated mica paper; Part 3 
Specifications for individual materials 
Section 5 flexible mica materials in sheet form 


8 - 6-2012 


8 - 6-2012 


8 - 6-2012 


6. IS/IEC 60371-3-8; 1995 Specification 
for insulating materials based on 
mica -Part 3: Specifications for individual 
materials Section 8: Mica paper tapes for 

flame-resistant security cables ______ —:-- 

--J .V fnr sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, 

Bahadur ShT^farM^, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi Kolkata, Chandigarh. Chennai, Mumbai 


2081 GI/12—2 
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i also Branch Offices ; Ahmedabad, Bengalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
npur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref: ET 02/T-38, T-40, T-185, T-139,T-186, T-178| 
R. K. TREHAN, Scientist ‘E’ & Head (Electrotechnical) 
8^, 2012 

3lf, 2066,—)987 ^ 7 ^( 1) ^ ('0) ^ "A MW«t> 

it i^d'^sid ^ f ^ tttt i' ^ 

3^^ 


I TTOTC^') dRclN ^ fcifei 

^ M aifdshPHd ^IRcltd 

^ 3T«I^ •qpRFit; ^ . 

)_ U) ’ '__(3) (4) 


3n^'q:d 160I9 : 2012'Qraft^TR^^“ 3IF[^.20l2 

16020 : 2012 ■Qltl'^SJT'SIapd- 31^^,2012 

Ofn^T ^ 3?^^' 

3?1^ ^ 16021 : 2012 4c9K4 ^ - 31^^,2012 

TtW Tft) -^n?I 9d^<u| ^ 

■4“ dMd4 ^ 3T^W? 

^ TOtd (^.) -^ -JlW TOtd -TO? '15R, 9, ^?T5^ W ■5m -RPf, teft-11 («M)2, 

+'ld4)ldl, cTsn ^?TPsfT «teT, 

■^*1^, dSd Trl^cjH'digtd '4' tg dMtrl«*J f I 

[w1 : W^/^-128j 

■gf. afHd ’ d^^TIgt3 (-snii 

New Delhi, the 8th June, 2012 

S, O. 2066.—In pwsuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
eto annexed have been est^lished on the date indicated against each :— 


No. & Year of the Indian 
Standards Est^iished 


SCHEDULE 


No. and Year of 
Indian Standards, if 
any. Superseded by 
the New Indian Standards 


Date of I'^stabiishcd 


I. IS 160I9:20I2FoodRetaiiManagement— — 31 May,20l2 

Basic Requirements 

I IS 16020:2012 Food; Safety Management— — 31 May, 2012 

Requirements for Good Hygiene Practices 

J. IS 16021 :2012 Good Manufacturing — 31 May, 2012 

Practices (GMP)—Requirements For 

Organ izations in the Food Process i ng 
Sector 

Copy of these stwidard are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9, 
ladur Shah Zafar Maig^ bfew Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai 


(4) 














[WTII—^F^3(ii)] 
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and also Branch Offices : Ahtnedabad, Bengalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, 
Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune and Thiruvananthapuram. ^ FAD/G 128) 

Dr. R. K. BAJAJ, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (Food & Agri.) 


12^, 2012 

^3?T. 2067.—^ 1988 ^ 4 ^ (5) ^ 3?^?^'4' 

TIFW ^ r^ sifii^ ^ 11% en|« ^ ^ Up?’H? t, ^ ^ ^ ? t- 


3lf{^ 


u 

«*0'41 


HP! 

^Kd)4 

^TTRI.U 

W] 


(1) 

'”(T) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (S) 

(9) 

1. 

3830157 

11-5-2012 

WWH'iT ^ 

9537 

3 

1983 




441/5,442/1 2 

’ifd'biy, : ^^301 







444/1 133 2, 








14: 4i4c 1, •il'fl 

^ ^ ■RT^ nrd'Rx^ 







- 396210 





2. 

3X30258 

11-5-2012 

rviyi^4 0^4^ ftlWH Tn.%. 

75 dlit cl4> ^ 

11552 

- 

2008 




■q;^-39, ^3530441^1, 








: 4ir^ -422010 

33T«TH 




3.- 

3832969 

18-5-2012 

Mlfpbl 3n. 


277 

- 

2003 




■cdfJ ■??. FTt-1, 

^ (^7T^ 







TTTTSTFTS)^ 

9ldT<R) 







HHOM, 








; TPPT5 - 402106 





4. 

3836472 

25-5-2012 

Pdr^i^ 

SmrllFdpFR 

14182 

- 

1994 




■cdH63/l,64/l,70,71;72 

9ldir4Hi^d 







: ■RFFlTSf, C-^), =ki)<I^ 4 '<nir^<b 







cTI^PtT : Mid’^^, 

trg PMif^ ^ F3T«3 







: 831^ - 401501 













5. 

3837979 

29-5-2012 

^3Tl2 , 

3TfRWT^ 

15683 

- 

2006 




Tnf*-220, 3i«i(nitl 

frsqi^ 3k m4HI 





- 400010 ^__ 

^ . [U ^ 

'IM+T, Tj;^’ W^H t^'TFT 


New Delhi, the 12th June, 2012 

so 2067— In Dursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations mS, ofthe Bureau of Indian Itandanis, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 

the following schedule 
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SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

CML 

No 

GOLDale 

Licensee Name Is Product 

and Address 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) (5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


1. 

3830157 

11-5-2012 

Precision UPVC Moluders 

Conduits for 9537 3. 

1983 




Pvt. Ltd. 

Electrical 





SurveyNo. 441/5,442/1 & 

Installations : 





2,444/1 & 2, Village Dabel, 

Part 3 Rigid Plain 





Nani Daman, Daman & Diu 

conduits of 





3%210 

instulating materials 


2. 

3830258 

11-5-2012 

Precise Vacuum Systems 

Liquied Nitrogen 11552 

2008 




Pvt. Ltd. 

Vessels of Capacity 


4 



H-39,M.I.D.C.,Ambad 

Distt: Nashik 422010 

up to 75 Litres 


3. 

3832969 

18-5-2012 

Posco Maharashtra Steel 

Galvanized 277 

2003 




Pvt. Ltd. 

Steel Sheets 





Plot No. C-1, Vile Bhagad 

(Plain and 





MIDC Ind. Area, Mangaon, 

Corrugated) 





Distt- Raigarh-402106 



4. 

3836472 

25-5-2012 

Kisan Mouding Limited 

Solvent Cement , 14182 

1994 




Plot63/l,64/1,70,71,72 

for use with unplasti¬ 





Village; Mahagaon, 

cized Polyvinylchlo 





Boisar(E), 

ride Plastic Pipes and 





Tal: Palghar, Distt: Thane 
401501 

Fittings 



5. 3837979 29-5-2012 C02FyrFyterCo., Portable 15683 - - 2006 

F-220 Atlas Mills Extinguishers, 

Compound Reay Road, Performance 

Mumbai-400010 and Construction 

[No.CMD/13:l IJ 
Dr. S. L. PALKAR, Director & Head (MDM-II) 

14^,2012 

■aCT.^. 2068.—^ (TrtTPH) 1988 4 ^ 'jqfRRH (5) ^ 

^ rH -4’ mj; f, ^ ^ f 


JTR rtf rrrIr rtri.u rpt afig, 


•R. 

R«S/Rl? 

RTR RRT 

■RHRJ RJT 


T) (2)"“' 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

C6). (7) (S) (9) 

1. 6809787 

20080402 

' STTRf 


1417 - 1999 



451-405,-te3RfRng-d^ 





505001 

rVltrM«=blO -q;^' 





■gFTTRR - 



1 6809888 20080408 3Tfi^ 

7-2-325, WRFfe, 

RR7 

f41ch«N[< -500003 


1417 - _ 1999 

3TT»J^/ 

rVlc^4.Kl 

gFRRR - 
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(7) (8) (9) 


(1) (2) _ (3) 

3. 6813071 20080417 


4. 6813980 20080416 

5. 6814073 20080416 


6. 6814174 20080614 


1 . 6814275 20080417 

8. 6814376 20080416 

9. 6818384 20080430 

10. 6818485 20080430 


6818687 20080430 


(4) __ 

18-1-501 ^509, 

^ Wit 

f^-517501, 

nH<r=h^ ^.1^. 

40-1-1, 

^isnn 

THl 331^^-15/24/238, 
ffe, ■'^TTslT, 

Cs 

^404 1^-500072, 3TRra^ 

■e|4Hl '^cl^ 

?TR ■=!. 12, WT# 

[44441^-520002 

H'WHI 

22-6-207, W\i^ 
^4<I4K-500002, 

3ipyy^ 

■^nf "4371 

^ 4.8-1533/^, 4f^ 
1^4^44^, ii^-522403 
33RfSl^ • 

^.4. 4-1 -305,4143 374^ 
45^17443- 505 001, 

3iTHra^ 

7-1-58, 414^4^, 
4444>3f ‘?T33T 

TT?T 341 ^ 4T^, ■^f3?^544 
TW4T ^ 344^, 344k^, 
■f43T4K-500016, 33P%iy^5»i 

“hloTdid 4jld1*^i<H '^d^i 
4T. f^. 

38-8-7, 371^ 

^ 344^, 

431 [44441^1-520010 

47^ f^l^. 37P^4^ 


(5) _ (6) 

34^4=13^ 1417 

f4314T^, 34«J^/ 

1?Tc4443t ^JScTT 4i^ 

■5531454 - 

3^4;4'f4'if 1417 

f4?74T^, 345 ^/ 

RfIdH'hiO 7J54T 4^ 

■5531454 - farf^ 

3 ^ 414 34^ 1417 

1491415^, 34'5^/ 
t?lc^745Td 4:4 
■ 5531 ^ - 

34^4:4 34^ 1417 

f444T54, 3454 ^/ • 

f?1344513t ?I5:m 4:4 
^[531454 - 

3^4;^'3cnif 1417 

f45T4T3t^, 345 ^/ 
r^ldl=hKl 4:4 
5^0454 - farf^lfe 
3 ^ 4 ;^' 3 ^ 1417 

14441^, 345 ^/ 
f?Tc445T3t ?];54l 1^4 

■5531454 - "N^ife 
34 ^ 4434 ^ 14)7 

f4914T54, 34 * 54 ^/ 
l3Tc445T3t' ^<ScII 44 
■554454 - M^rfe 

34^4434Tjf 1417 

t444I^, 34'5^/ 

■f?T3445Rt ^*ol 
■5537454 - farf^ 

34^^4:4 34^ 1417 

149141^4, 34 ^ 5414 / 
rVM=6Kl 7^4 
-55131454 - 
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1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 


UW9 
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0) (2) (3) (4) _ (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

12. 6818889 20(^6430 1417 - - 1999 

27-23-114,317^5^/ 

520002 1WT^ 

f^, ^fRi-shH - fsff?Tfe 

13. 6818990 20080430 ^ 1417 - - 1999 

?TNT'^4,^T5-9-279^ f^JSTVTgi^, 

TT9^, 3TTf^^ 

14. 6817786 • 20080416 fTTOR? ^ T^. 4^rH4)e^ -q^ 3I7gT^^ ^ 1664 - 2(K)2 

m 1%. 3§f^ ft?fnT 

\ 64/^, 

^ 1, 3TII^, 
t^JO^-500055, 

15. 6815782 20(W0424 fd^MPd 2830 - - 1992 

142-156, 

132 

W, f^^-509228 
f^RRT, 3?F^ni^ 

16. 6817887 20080416 ^ ^«Kb4 3TT?R ^ TT^ 5672 - 1992 

"50. % <stPi<4 

<ipi<i-l 1, T 64/^, 

1,30?^, 'dlfe^^cdl, 
l4<HI<-500055, 3TF?I5l^ 

17. 6810469 ' 20080403 9%8 W\ 1 

3TN> ^:1 1100^. CRT 

m fR. iw4«6KT ^ 

4tl, 2, 4 6, 1^ 

•HdHJR, 

•T^4<HK-500018, 37Rra^ 

18. 6817685 20080^ mUicRI MlPcrlH^ 30. %. r#4li 4M^< - 4rH44n 13488 - . - ' 1991; 

153 4t, ^,^Tn75T^, Tl?q T«rd«7T 

"9^ 2, 37T? ^ 

•^eilMcrtnl, ^'\<|s(i'r-500051 
TTT ^r^-S Pslcril, STF^ini^?! 

19. 6812473 20080415 4t3TK^ M ^ 14543 - - 2004 

72, <+.^dd t^^sr f^FRR ^ ^ 3TRRT) 

3TT7tjt^ tTSR, -RF^ -RRT 
atTpyR^ 

2a 6814780 20080416 tiRTRfT ^444 ^ 14543 - - 2004 

■^RTST 3,TT^T419F, 

^ fiRTR ^ ^ STRT^n) 

Tff TSR, tRT^f^-501501, 

_ 3TTHiy^5fi 











[W]\\- 

—t3a^3(ii)] 
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5037 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


(7) (8) (9) 

21. 

6812978 

20080417 



14543 

2004 




177,^^^. 44/1. 








^Cl|c0) 






^«MK-502032 











22. 

6814881 

20080416 



14543 

2004 




ychiviH 







^hliPiO H-sci, 




23. 

6815883 

20080417 



14543 

2004 




5-77/4, 'jM?! 







TO 

fTOcl ^ 

















24. 

6816077 

20080416 

"TO 3TTTO 

"4^ 'JKrt 

14543 

2004 




1/1505, TOJIto, 







•qfTOj^ 

fqro ^ ^ 3Tc^)- 






^F^-518 360, 




25. 

6820573 

20080424 

yU4<;W 

4^ ^cri 

14543 

im 




199,t^4ildlHl, 












[U ^T^^/13:l 1 ] 
^5Vp1<=h ‘■Q?T»' 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2068.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 

the following schedule :— 

SCHEDULE 


SI. Licences 

No. No. 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

1. 6809787 


2. 6809888 


Grant Date Name and Title of the IS No. Part Sec. Year 

Address of Standard 

the Party 


(3)_(4)__ 

2-4-2004 M/s. Arya Jewellers 

4-1-405, Post Office Road, 
Distt: Karimnagar 
Andhra Pradesh, 

505001 

8-4-2008 M/s. Ambica Jewellers 

7-2-325, Pot Market 
Ashoknagar, 
Secunderabad 
Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh, 

500003 


(5)_ (6) {7)_ (8) (9) 

Gold and Gold 1417 - - 1999 

Alloys, 

J ewl lery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 

Gold and Gold 1417 - - 1999 

Alloys, 

Jewllery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 




3. 6813C71 17-4-2008 M/s. Chandana Ramesh Gold and Gold 1417 - - 1999 

Jewellers (P) Ltd. Alloys, 

D.No. 18-1-507 to 509 Jewellery/Artefacts- 

VV Mahal Road Fineness and 

Bhavani Nagar, Tirupati Marking 

Distt: Chittor 
Andhra Pradesh- 

517501 ' 

4. 6813980 164-2008 M/s. Kalanikethan Silks Gold and Gold 1417 - - 1999 

Pvt. Ltd. Alloys, 

D.No. 40-1 -1, MG Road, Jewellery/Artefacts- 

Vijayawada Fineness and 

Distt: Krishna Marking 

Andhra Pradesh 

5. 6814073 164-2008 Devi Jewellers Gold and Gold. 1417 - - 1999 

MIG-15/24/238, Alloys, 

KPHB Colony Jewel lery/Artefacts- 

Main Road, Ramdev Plaza, Fineness and 
Kukatpally, Hyderabad Marking 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500072 

6. 6814174 16-42008 Chandana Jewellers Shop GoldandGold 1417 - - 1999 

No. 12, AMC Complex Alloys, 

R.G Chari Street Govemorpet Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Vijayawada Krishna Fineness and 

Distt: Andhra Pradesh- Marking 

520002 

7. 6814275 174-2008 M/s. Masthana Jewellers GoldandGold 1417 - - 1999 

22-6-207, Pathergatti, Alloys, 

Distt: Hyderabad Jewellery/Artefacts- 

Andhra Pradesh- . Fineness and 

500002 Marking 

8. 681437^ 16-42008 M/s. SaiCharan Jewellers GoldandGold 1417 - - 1999 

D.No. 8-1-33/A Gandhi Alloys, 

Chowk, Sattenapalli Jcwcllery/Artefacts- 

Distt: Guntur Fineness and 

Andhra Pradesh- Marking 

522403 

9. 6818384 , 304-2008 M/s. Mahalaxmi Jewellers GoldandGold 1417 - - 1999 

H.No.4-1-305, Tower Circle Alloys, 

Distt: Karimnagar Jewellery/Artefacts- 

Andhra Pradesh- Fineness and 

505001 Marking 

10. 6818485 304-2008 M/s. Manoj Jewels Gold.andGold 1417 - - 1999 

7-1-58, Ground Floor Alloys, 

Concurse House Beside SBl, Jcwcllery/Artefacts- 
Opp:Meridian PlazaAmeerpet Fineness and 
Distt: Hyderabad Marking 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500016 











[<qpTlI—^P^3(ii)] 


qRcf ^ 23,2012/3TTW 2, 1934 


5039 


(1) (2) (3) 


(4) 


(5) 


(6) (7) (8) 


11. 6818687 3(M-2008 


12. 6818889 304-2008 


13. 6818990 304-2008 


14. 6817786 16-4-2008 


15. 6815782 24-4-2008 


16. 6817887 164-2008 


17. 6810469 34-2008 


M/s. Kirtilal Kalidas 
Jewellers Pvt. Ltd. 

38-8-7, Datta Towers Opp: 
All India Radio, MG Road, 
Vijayawada 
Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh- 
520010 

M/s. Omkar Jewellers 
27-23-114, Gopal Reddy Road 
Govemorpet, Vijayawada 
Distt: Krishna 
' Andhra Pradesh- 
520002 


M/s. Neospark Drugs & 
Chemicals Pvt. Ltd. 

Unit-ll, PlotNo.64/B Phase-1, 
IDA, Jeedimetla 
Hyderabad -500 055 
Distt ;Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh- 
500055 

M/s. Tirupati Udyog Ltd., 
Survey No. 142-156, Indl. 
Area. Near 132 KVA sub 
station, Kottur 
Distt : Mahbubnagar 
Andhra Pradesh- 
509228 

M/s. Neospark Drugs & 
Chemicals Pvt. Ltd. 

Unit-II, PlotNo.64/B Phase-I, 
IDA, Jeedimetla 
Hyderabad -500 055 
Distt iRangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh- 
500055 

M/s. Radiant - RSCC 
Specialty Cable Private 
Limited, B-1,2,4 & 6 Industrial 
Estate, Sanathnagar 
Hyderabad -500 018 
Distt iRangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 


Gold and Gold 1417 


Marking 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, 

J ewe 11 ery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 


Mineral Mixtures 1664 
for supplementing 
cattle feeds 


Carbon steel cast 2830 
billet ingots, billets, 
blooms and slabs for 
re-rolling into steel 
for general structural 
purposes 

Mineral Mixtures 5672 
for supplementing 
poultr>' feeds 


lUastomer insulated 9%8 1 

cables:part 1 for 

working voltages 

upto and including 

noov 


M/s. Surajbhan & Co. 
Jewellers 

Shop No. B-4, Door No. 
5-9-279 Mayur Kushal 
Complex, Gunfoundry Abids 
Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh 


Gold and Gold 
Alloys, 

J e wel lery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 


1417 


Alloys, 

Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 


(9) 

1999 


1999 


1999 


2002 


1992 


1992 


1988 
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( 1 ) Q) 


Ig. 6817685 


19. 6812473 


20. 6814780 


21. 6812978 


22. 6814881 


23. 68)5883 


24. 6816077 


25. 6820573 




(6) (7) (8) (9) 


244*2008 M/s. Godavari Polymears 

(P)Ltd., 

153B,C,E&F,Phase2, 

IDACherlapally, 

Hyderabad 
Distt iRangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh-500051 

IS42008 M/s. BRT Aqua Products 

and Beverages, 

Sy. No. 72, Kadthal Villj^e 
Amangal Mandal, 

Distt: Mahbubnagar 
Andhra Pradesh, 

164*^)08 M/s. Mithra Minerals, 

Plot No. 3, Survey No.419E 
Pargi Mandal, Kodangal 
RoadPargi, 

Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Prader.h-501501 

174-2008 M/s. Chandana Beverages, 

S.No. 177,PlotNo. 44/1, 
Ameenpur Village Miyapur, 
Hyderabad -502 032 
Distt: Medak 
Andhra Pradesh 

164-2008 M/s. Sree Venkata Lakshmi 

Sai Industries, 

Sankhavaram (V), 
Kanigiri(M) 

Distt: Prakasam, 

Andhra Pradesh 

174-2008 M/s. Thirumala Industries, 

H.No. 5-77/4, Sai Ganesh 
Nagar Colony Kashibugga 
Enumamula(Vill), 

Distt: Warangal, 

Andhra Pradesh 

164-2008 M/s. Sai Usha Aqua 

Industries, 

S. No. i /1505, Gandhi Nagar 
Yemmiganur, 

Distt: Kurnoo! 

Andhra Pradesh, 

518360 

244-2008 M/s. Subhashini Products, 

Plot No. 199, Revenue 
Colony Nandyal Road, 
Distt: K-urnooI 
Andhra Pradesh 


Emittii^ pipes 
system 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 - - . 2004 

water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

|No.CMD/13:lll 
P. M. PAN rULU, Director Scientist‘F’& Head 

















23,2012/3nw 2, 1934 
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142012 

W.Sir. 2069. — ^ ( itH i mn ) 1988 5 cshPi^h (6) ^ ■4' hm*»> 

^ ^ dll W ^ ^ M ^ ^ W t :~ 


IF. #0WT cn^^RTWt ^ 


^ SRTTfe ^/TraR 
TTH^ ^ 




( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


6508874 H-d<gi5^, 

668007# 3mTW ftFTli?! 


MJ«t2la=h fnilQl '*1^ ^ 3T^TRT) 
yi«^fd«F [h'kci "ar^ ^ 3f^n^) 


22-4-2002 


28-4-2008 


[^■. ^TnT^/13:13 1 
■^. tr^w ‘thf’ 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2069. —^In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of Oie Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988 of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/L- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(0 

(2) 

Q) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6S08874 

HaraOii Enterprises, Medak 

Packaged drinking water 
(other than packaged natural 
mineral water) 

22^2008 

z 

66800^ 

S R S Mineral Products, 

Guntakal 

Packaged drinking water 
(other than packaged natural 
mineral water) 

28-4-2008 





fNo.CMD/13:131 


R M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & 1 lead 

14^, 2012 

^.W. 2070. _" midlo ^ 1988 ^ fW? 4 ^ 49^1^ (5) ^ 

Rd^SKI df04^r^d ^ '^’ ffi f, ^ ^ ^ t :— 




(1) (2) 

I. 6818788 


_ 91^ _ 

^ 'iKtit') 'im.w *ini 313 . ^ 

^ ^ -qm ^ 

(3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

1417 ■ 

6-1 -208. ^ fET5^ tITfq, sn^jq^n/ 

■^5, ^-522600 fi(nrH=hKl 

aiTT^ 11^ 



\2 


O 

Z 


( 2 ) 

6823276 


3. 68213377 


4 6823478 


5. 6823579 


6. 6823680 


7. 6823781 


8. 6826787 


9. 6821474 
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(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) , (8) 

3JT. 

WT 'H. 4 5 

3IR 9ft =t)fell'll, 

-500 037 

- - 

3fW 

3fn^/ 
RfirM<»)iO 13^ 

1417 

1999 

"ffl. 1^., 

WT 1 2 

3IR ^■'ft ^ 

\4«i9cTl1, ^^mK, 

3ITO 

1iT9ndT5l^, 

-^psen 

1417 

1999 

^.1-57/5, ^11 

hRhhj^i 
- 500072, 
arnj'SF^ 

ft?raT3i^, 3Tp^/ 

1417 

1999 

^18-5J,'3IRRt^, 

-517408, 

«irw3i^ 

an’jspJT/ 

RlerM«^Kl 

1417 

1999 

?ft ^ 

•^■^. 5-37-30, 

. 4/2-522002, 

aftwsr^ 

adT’j^iJT/ 

Rl<rM4»'lft 

1417 

1999 

6-9-106 (IT) 

-522001, 

aflfW -ST^ 

3TT^J^/ 
rvic^^iRi ^ 

ti^KP+iH ” M^rfe 

1417 

1999 

6-3-927/T^T^^, 

TR 

- 500082, 
adre^ 

fR9WT5I^, 

Rle^ehlil ^I^lcTT 13^ 

1417 

- 1999 

«ierf ('^1^'^) 

m RrlRli^, 

6-4-454/3, 

|WI4 - 500003, 

■^fsFts "sra^iT %n3; 
TO8a[ r=(4>r^ci 
^ sfR ^ 

1786 

1985 













[^II- 

—7^^ 3(ii)] 

^ _i- 
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5043 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) (7) 

(X) 

10. 

6X21575 


cP?! <^fererld 3T^, 

2062 

2006 



^'.2-3-42/52 W 52/1 

"5^4 d^ieii 





?TN H. 1 ITT, M 3TT^ ^.58 






T^T ^ 






37Ty ^ 




11. 

68266S6 

TTf%R ^IPW^W, 


14151 2 

1999 



8/4/343,'^ 11 

■qi|q, ^ 2 





^4<HI4 -500018, 

■qrf^sft^ ■qr^w 









12. 

6641472 



14543 

2004 



341 






■QT3 3TK 3^ ehl<^Icl<M ^ 

rmw ^ ^ 3TW^) 

















-516214, 331^31^ 




13. 

6X293X9 

3TT?77 Hi'3'I^'H 


14543 

2m 



W7, 

3n^fe 





■'^‘=1’. 120, 124 

(H'Kcri 'derl 3icdl'=ii) 





^ 60/TT, ^ 8 






0^11'+) H. 3, 












r^lcrll, 3TTV 3I^?T 




14. 

6X25179 



14543 

im 



^ "4.77, 9'^'4l09cTil <=6191^1 






9^c||(l9nrn TTlfe^ 

fHHid ^ ^ 3TW^) 





3Hd^.<, 33ty 31^ 




15. 

6X273X5 

^ ^ 3TmT ^4^^, 


14543 

im 



:gk ^'.2-7, fc!^^ 

yi+fd^F 






PHd^d ^ ^ 37W^) 





33fy 31^-517001 




16. 

6X274X6 

Weft TR 


14543 

2004 



4T^‘ft.233/7 

( A4>'4«<4 3n^fft43 





• dlPrl-^dl -523356 

Pm(d ^ ^ 3TW^) 









17. 

6X2X1X5 



14543 

2004 



358.^^'. 207/1 






■51FT W ^fe4, 

Pmid ^ ^ 3TW^) 





3Tfy 3rft?T-501505 




IX. 

6X2X4XX 



14543 

2(K)4 



1133, cftTTTl 

yi=hfd43 






PmW ^ ^ 37W^) 





W tfe4, 31^ 









r: = 
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—i..... 

6823882 


!46%R|4 

fnyitti "51^ ^ 3ieiiqi) 

- -.1 1 ' V ' ' . V 

imB ■■' 

■ f 


). 6824581 

^982 34, 3 : 159^1 W 

500074. 3ny 31^ 

Ih’Ii.ci 3t<nm0 

14543 

j - 2004 

6822375 

/' 

311%. 

575, 

f54HKH'*T5^-5300i2 

3Tfy 

3IW5fifaB 

Pl*KC 1 Sfdtqi) 

14543 ~ 

2004 

L 6822476 ^ 



14543 - 

- 2004 

/ 

WH. 49 





^ 50, 

3ira 31^ 

-3^ ^ arerrai) 

. i. 

' 1 


1- 6819790 

WIrft 

31/2 tt 


*■ 

■ / 

“ IP 

4 . 6824985 

311. %. 


1^7 / - 

1999 


'=TT^RJT 

MiXm 500076, 3Tfy 


■qiRrtfl ^13 "03 ^ 13^ 

3TR 


TI 59 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2070.—In pursitance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Intdimi Standards (CertiEcation) 
egulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies t»ie grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
tile following schedule:— . 

1 SCHEBiiDLE 




6“1-208, Mallarama Centre ^ 
Main Road, Narasaraopct 
Distt: Guntur 
Andhra Pradesh, 522 601 

2. 6823276 15-5-2008 M/s. S. J. Jewellery Pvt. Ltd. 

Shop No. 4 & 5, N.R. Palace 
Sri Sai Colony, Chintal, 
Hyderabad - 500 037 
Distt: Rangareddi, 

Andhra Pradesh 


Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artcfacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 














[’TFT 11- 

~7§Ti^3(ii)] 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) -(9) 

3. 

6823377 

15-5-2008 

M/^Tarani Jewellers 

Pvt. Ltd., Shop No. 1& 2, 
Bhagyanagar Colony ADR 
Estate, KPHB Kukatpally 
Distt: Hyderabad-500 072 
Andhra Pradesh 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artefacls-Finenes s 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

4. 

6823478 

15-5-2008 

M/s.Taruni Jewellers 
D.No.I-57/5,ShopNo. G-11, 
Tulasi Ram Chambers 
Madinaguda, 

Distt: Hyderabad-500 072 
Andhra Pradesh 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

5. 

6823579 

15-5-2008 

M/s. Balaji Swama Mahal 

No. 18-51, Bazaar Street, 
Palamaner 

Distt: Chittoor-517 408 
Andhra Pradesh 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Arte facts- F ineness 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

6. 

6823680 

15-5-2008 

M/s. Sri Sai Krishna Jewellers Gold and Gold 

D. No. 5-37-30 4/2, Brodipet, Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Distt: Guntur-522 002 Artefacts-Fineness 

Andhra Pradesh and Marking 

1417 

1999 

7. 

^«2378t 

J5-5-2008 

M/s. Sri Rohini Jewellers 

D. No. 6-9-106 (A) 

Jain Temple Street, 

Tenali-522 201 

Distt: Guntur, 

Andhra Pradesh 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

8. 

6826787 

28-5-2008 

M/s. Shagun Jewels 
(Outlet of A-Star Jewellery) 
6-3-927/A & B Somajiguda 
Raj Bhavan Road, 

Distt; Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500082 

Gold and GoW 
Alloys, Jewllery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

9. 

6821474 

13-5-2008 

M/s. Hariyana Steel Centre 
(KDM) Pvt. Ltd. 

6-4-454/3 Bholakpur, 
Secunderabad 

Distt: Hyderabiad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500003 

High strength 1786 

deformed steel bars 
and wires for concrete 
reinforcement 

1985 

!0. 

6821575 

13-5-2008 

M/s. Nara Ispat Udyog 

H.No. 2-3-42/52 & 52/1 

Shop No. 11 A, Maitri 

Arcade No. 58, M. G. Road, 
Secunderabad 

Distt: Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500003 

Steel for general 
structural purposes 

2062 

2006 

11. 

6826686 

26-5-2008 

M/s. Sachin Plastics 

8/4/343, B-11 Enragadda, 

Distt: Hyderabad 

Andhra Pradesh-500018 

Industrial Safety 
helmets 

2925 

1999 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) _ (5) _ (6) (7) (8) (9) 

12. 6828791 30^2008 M/s. Marhaba Mariceting Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 


Sy.No.341,Opp:MRO water (other than 

Office Near Bus Stand packaged natural 

Cliiniuunandem Village & mineral water) 

, Mandal, Distt.: Cuddapah 
Andhra Pradesh-516214 

13. 68^389 30^5*2008 M/s. Ice Mouten Packaged Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Drinking Water water (other than 

Sy. No. 60/A/l,Karmanghat packaged natural 

Saroomagar Mandal mineral water) 

Distt,: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 

14. 6825179 13-S2008 M/s. Pavana Lakshmi Packaged drinking 14543 - - ' 2004 

Naiasimha Swamy Industries water (other than 
Sy.No. 77,Gannevaripalli packaged natural 
Colony GannevaripalH GP, mineral water) 

Tadipatri Mandal, 

Distt.: Anatapur 
Andhra Pradesh 

15. 6827385 3O-5-20(^ M/s. GVG Aqua Industries Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

D.No. 2-7 Tirupati Main water (other than 
RoadMurakambattu\^age packaged natural 
& Post-517 001, mineral water) 

Murakambattu Village & 

Post, Distt.: Chittoor 
Andhra Pradesh-517001 

16. 6827486 304*2008 M/s.Santhi Ram Industries Packaged drinking 14543. - - 2004 

Sy.No. 233/7,Taticharla water (other than 
Village-523 356 Komarohi packaged natural 
Mandal, Taticharia mineral water) 

Distt.; Prakas^ 

Andhra Pradesh-501505 

17. 6828185 3^2008 M/s. Raghavendra Beverages Packaged drinking 14543 - 2004 

Plot No. 358, Sy.No. 207/1 water (other than 

BaghHayathNagar, packaged natural 

Distt.: Rangareddi mineral water) 

Andhra Pradesh-501505 

18. 6828488 30*5*3008 M/s. GAG Beverages Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

EWS 113 3, 3 rd Phase water (other than 

KPHB Colony, Hyderabad packaged natural 

Distt.: Rangareddi, mineral water) 

Andhra Pradesh 

19. 682^82 134*2008 M/s. Sri Guru Beverages Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Gargeyapuram Village, water (other than 

Distt.; Kumool, packaged natural 

Andhra Pradesh mineral water) 

20. 6824581 13-5*2008 M/s. Sri Lakshmi Narsimha Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Beverages water (other than 

PlotNo. 34,AnupamaNagar, packaged natural 

Hastinapuram, L. B. Nagar, mineral water) 

Distt.: Hyderabad -500 074, 

Andhra Pradesh 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


( 6 ) 


21. 6822375 13-5-2008 


22. 6822476 13-5-2008 


23. 6819790 


1-5-2008 


24. 6824985 


14-5-2008 


M/s. Samtrupti Food & Packaeed drinking 14543 
Beverages Pvt. Ltd., 

Sy. No.575, Ootla Village 
Jinnaram Mandal, 

Distt.: Medak, 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Sri Venkateshwara Packaged drinking 14543 

Beverages 

Sridevi Estate, PlotNo.49 & 

50 Sadapuram Village Adoni 
Mandal, Distt.: Kumool, 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Sri Lakshmi Ganapathi Packaged drinking 14543 

Industries water (other than 

Sy. No. 31/2A, Pedda Domala packaged natural 
Village and Mandal, mineral water) 

Pedda Domala 
Distt.: Prakasam, 

Andhra Pradesh 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


(7) (8) (9) 


2004 


2004 


2004 


M/s.Holley Meters India 
Pvt. Ltd., 

4-7-18/1, ECIL Road Raga- 
vendra Nagar Nacharam, 
Hyderabad - 500 076 
Distt.: Rangareddi, 
Andhra Pradesh 


Ac static transformer 14697 
operated watthour 
and var-hour meters, 
class 0.2 sand 0.5 


1999 


[No.CMD/13:11| 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’& Head 


14^,2012 

2071._ qrraN 9H+ (MHI^R) 1988 ^ 5 (6) ^ 

t(d<vjSr< l ePTcTT ^ ^ cJlfha ^ :— 


?F.' 


HO? 

__ _a-c . 

^ mt*4 

U 



HHob ®hl 

.. ... 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6514667 



6-5-2008 

z 

6681383 

aRR 

'»ici '=t) 'Xciiqi) 

6 5-2008 

3. 

6701767 

?sh 

(ndici 'dd 4> 'itciicti) 

23-5-2008 

4. 

6726985 


tiRTR ^ ^ 31RM) 

6-5-2008 




[44. ^TnT^/13 : 13] 


2081 Gl/12—4 
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i- ■ 


WfW 


New Delhi, ttie 14th Jui}e, 2012 i 

(6) of 5 of the Bureau ofhulia^Staiul^^ 


Ib/: 1 iimt n. i 


date iiKlicated agftiASt^ibat^ 


.Ho. UocBee: ^of the 

No.' ' < , 

■ cM«.'■'c'':-^ 


Afticle/I^occiN with relevant Indian Date of 

. ;§|itpdaids covered by tholicence 
cancell^guspension 


I. ei5f4lM7 ^ ; , Pack»^di^^ 6>5-260lB 

it (<^r than packaged natural 

■;'. -.v^:-;wWKndwateO ■■ 

Z tW81383 » i^. UdttstriesRangaFe^i Packaged drinldng water 6-5>20D8 

0 ! (othn^ than packaged natural 
• minpralwater) 

y. 470^767 Sri Lfl^cahmi Narasimha purified Packajged drinking water 23-5-2008 

Hrikdong water Chennupadu (dOief than packaged natural 

mhidr^ water) 

4. 67ZI985 Pifdkaged drinking water 

^ (oj^r than packaged natural 


© 


6^-2609 

6 - 5 -^ 

23-S-2008 


tNQ.CMD/ 13 : 13 ] 
P, M. PANTULU, Director Scientist *F’& Head 

^ ^^ 14 2012 . , . 

^ (WIR) 1988 ^ 4 ^ -3^-1^ 5 ^ 

<rn§M ^ ^ t, ^ ^ titt f 


4 672m5 


fiibds & Beverages 






1) a) 


\. emm 


Bfr w 


*IRrjP? 

HM«I> 


mm mn arj ^ 


(5);-;.(6) (7) m 


.. .. ... ^ ... . 

: iwp m Ir. ^ 398 . 4 

Tite 5 ■c?n3H 47 (T^^^pRtmr 


2 «33077 ■' 

fm aFTjpit RRi 

, u r^'v'^ •' ■ ^ ^ # TTO^ 

■:■ . ,-. '-■:.'i;T' 504208 


fard4)H 


Rmn 654 

WT 


- 2007 
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( 1 ) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) (5) ( 6 ) 

(7) ( 8 ) 

3. 

6831 i 

in. %. 

710 

- 1976 



,W ^-500076 



4. 

6830879 


3 ^ 1*T?W^ 1417 - 

- 1999 



■?tn 11 , 3535 * 1 # 






-gswr- 




Mci4#E 





fsR3rai^ - 520002 

«J>WJII f^dl 



5. 

6830980 


^qrjf T^’fq?roig^ 1417 

- 1999 



8-337,3^^T#3Tlf 

3?ni3Wi/R!M+i(l 





^3K«fl 353 *i?5I4R- 




521165 
'Smi TI^ 

fqftife 


6. 

6838390 

‘^^M5T#rRf 

1417 

- 1999 



27-23-115, 





ffe, 044<Q4, 





Pcl^iiqEnSI -52.0002 

HlVII'ii 


7. 

6838491 

4t«HH 

^ 1533 ?^ 1^9011315 1417 

- . 1999 



5-9-189/#/l/35, 

3TniMUl/rVlc^*ld 




# 1 , , MdV, 

^15^ 3^' *1*51'*^- 




t^3RR-500001 

3n« 



8. 

6838087 

H51 

^ 46, 

3TfV "sr^ 

53 ■^ ### 12269 

- 198'7 

9. 

6837691 

37R 

<^h60 

53 ^ ### 12269 

' ; 



■=1^^-500003 

33Ty 



10. 

6834483 

MSJiqa^ *< 11 ^ “sn. ■f^. 

^ # 12823 

- 1990 



^ 267 3^ 268 





WN^, 

<I'i|'^iH^K-501323 

37TT^f^ , 

3ny "sr^ 

#5^ 
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P>Mir]jMi|e.3ai)] 



6833986 

^ f WHirH 13^5 

''' m % «IR 240 

til: 

(A<i|i4i44 ul^Ri^ 

ftRUW^^ 

swum) 

14543 



6833178 r 

;i ‘ nnH,lcq 


.14543 




jyiEW^t 522303 

i aira3i^ 

mmy 



■': ' ' ■' ■ 'r ■■■J. 

6837994 

■; v;-; <MI<WI f^TR^ 

792/2 

it 3Tt-522426 ..: 
'35(, 3Trer 3r^ 

(^4ft5w?3nff^ 

3«?rP8I) 

14543 



683S08I * 

y;,. /' 'r ' 1951-878, 

,5; 

/. ’ ■ *1*1^, VII 

q^S'Sn^ TR HR 

fMHitia ^ nj^ 
3RIW) 

14543 


. : ;2004 

6835283/^ 

f . 

■ •■'■ Vlftwl 

■ ' : : ; ; 4 II 


14543 

, —, 

- 2004 

h ^ : ■'■" 






/ ; ■ 

' i 


ararto 




6827486 

I^’1l*l«hl fM'liCll «lli< 3 ft 


14543 

'^; — 



'; . ... : ■qc^'ds, 

fe^^te-522647 

‘. ■- > ^ 

3n^flT^ 

3fl^) 



'.> ■ - .■■■“■■ M- 

6828589 

3WS5T 

^■5f 14/113, 

(A^siHK ui^Ri* 

14543 

■ _ 

7 2004 


‘ .V TlTl ^ 

.rWy^l.c.* wHt, hRho^h 

I^Fnppi ^3w?i ^ 
awTO) 





;.IPI^ ” 517583, 3TW 31^ - 




■ . ■ - '-f-- ' . * . y ■'■7-^X' :-- 

6828690; 

30. 1h 


14543 

- 

~ 2004 . 


■■ 'w H 117 , ^ III, a^if 







04*44^ ^ ^ 



' .-.- • ■' ;• ■ ' '■< **'■-■ ' - 


3I^7T 

aw!^) 



• ■ .’ • - i- A' • , • ---• /' -";. •.. 

6840579 

^^16-6-194, 

/'. /y; .V.,. 

■■ ' "OTR^, k<HK, 

' ’ - : 3TT^ 31^ 

A^44f4 

(|#4iii< !n^ni<6 

fiRr?t;3RT 

aicwoii) 

14543 


■ y:|^ 






■'ft. ^ 


Qa #^/l3:l 1J 
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New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S O 2072.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standar^ (Certification) 

Regulatioiis 1988, ofthe Bureau oflndianStandaris hereby notifies the grant of licences patticufats of which are given in 
the following schedule:— 


SI. Licences 

No. No. 


( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

1. 6838188 


2. 6833077 


3. 6831073 


4. 6830879 


5. 6830980 


6. 6838390 


7. 6838491 


SCHEDULE 

Grant Date Name and Title of the 

Address of . Standard 


IS No. 


the Party 
(3) (4) 

30-6-2008 M/s Achyuta Electricals 

Pvt. Limited, 

Shed No. 5B,PlotNo.47 
CIE (Expn) Gandhinagar 
Balanagar, 

Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh-500037 

054)6-2008 ' M/s Sri Balaji Ceramics 
H. No. 4-63/1, Near 
Annapuran Lodge 
Mancherial PO & Mandal 
Distt: Adilabad 
Andhra Pradesh-504208 

06-06-2008 M/sMansanTrexim 
Private Limited 
A-4/1, IDA Nacharam 
Circle Nacharam 
Industrial Area, 

Distt: Rangarcddi 
Andhra Pradesh 

09-06-2008 M/s Latest Sumati 

Jewellers, Shop No. 11, 
AMCCon^l^, ^ 
Rajagopalachari 
Street, Govemorpet, 
Vijayawada - 520002 
Distt :Kri$hna 
Andhra Pradesh 

09-06-2008 M/s Sri Nagaijuna 

Jewellers, D. No. 8-327, 
Beside SBI, Katuru 
Road, Vuyyuru 
Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh-521165 

27-06-2008 M/s Vasundhara Jewellers 
27-23-115, Gopalareddy 
Road, Govemoipet, 
"Vijayawada - 520002 
Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh 

27-06-2008 M/s Jawaharatul-Osman 
5-9-189/G/l/A,GI, 

Ground Floor, Lenaine 
Estate, Abids, Hyderabad 
Distt: Hyderabad- 500001 
Andhra Pradesh 


_ («_ 

Aluminium Con- 398 
doctors for overhead 
transmission purposes 
part 4 aluminium ally 
standed conductors 
(aluminium magnesium 
silicon type) 

Salt glazed stone- 651 
ware pipe and 
fittings 


Marine Plywood 710 


Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 

. Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-Fineness 
• and Marking 


Part Sec. 


(7) (8) 
4 


Year 


(9) 

1994 


2007 


1976 


1999 


1999 


1999 


1999 
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) ( 2 ) 


i -■ M/s Vasavi Matha • 
’ ' 'iifttilustries, Sy. No. 46, 

Redlakunta Village, 
Kodad Mandal 

^ . -- 'j Distt: Nalgonda 

^ Andhra Pradesh 


ordihaiy 
f 8 ^to(d terhdit 


6834483 


6833986 


164M9d6 


6837691 20416<2008 M/s P. R. Cements 

; VepalaMadhavaram 

.'Ullage, 

V Mellacheruvu Mandal > 

Distt: Nalgonda 
Andhra Pradesh 

6834483 0906*2008' ' M/s Padmavati Ply 

: ‘Private Limited, 

V ; ^ 

/ . Gaganpahad, Rajendra 

/ Nagar, Distt: 

/ Rangareddi-501323 

Andhra Pradesh 

6833986 16068006 M/s Akshaya Minerals 

& Food Pvt. Ltd. 

* • Rs. No. 240, Peddapu- 

14>akaVUlage 
Penamaluru Mandal 
Peddapulipaka Village 
Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh 

68^178 M/s Creative Ozonised 

‘ * Industries, Beside Sub- 

citation Nutakki Village- ‘ 
* ' S22-303 Mangalagiri 

Mandal 

Distt: Guntur -522303 
Andhra Pradesh 

6837994 16O6'2606 M/s Ravi Aqua Minerals 

Sy. No. 792/2 Lingapuram 
JRO.-522426 
>Machcrla Mandal 
Distt: Guntur-522426 
Andhra Pradesh 

6835081 1&06^S6Q6 M/s Mahesh Maricetii^'' 

tm • R Na 19-1-878, Devi - 

: BaghB^ 

Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 


68^178 


6837994 


1606>a«l6 


6835283 1606^^ 


M/s Haeshihi Electronics 
Plot No. 4B, Phase II 
Extension IDA, 
^^herl^jally, 

Ghatkesar Mandal, 

Distt: Rangareddi 
-Andhra Pradesh . 


!53 grade ordinary 
jPortland cement 


w6dd products- 
>iiclamihaled 
:^k:iles boards 


jPdckaged drinking 
(other than 
packaged natural 
tninaral water) 


thinking 
(bther t^^ 
^pad^ed natural 
h^K^l%ater) 


12269 


Packaged driidcing 
,|^a^ (c^er than 
p49)^ged natural 
jffgQeralwater) 


^uddng 
naiia^^odier than 
natural 


Packaged drinking 14543 
i^i^(bdierthan 
I^kaged natural 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

16. 6832277 


0)_ 

n< 0 fr- 2(»8 


(7) (8) 


05-06-2008 


18. 6828690 


05-06-2008 


6832277 11-06-2008 M/s SreeVinayaka Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Mitural Water Products water (other than 

Eloor No. 27-122,123 packaged natural 

Kothapet Palan^u Road mineral water) 

Vinukonda-522647 
Distt :Guntur 

rf^ Andhra PFadesh-522647 

17. 6828589 05-06-2008 M/s Aruha Industries Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

D. No. 4/113, Tin^)ati water (other than 

Road, N.T.R. Colony packaged natural 

Nandimangalam' mineral water) 

Puttur-517583 
Distt: Chittoor 
Andhra Pradesh 

6828690 05-06-2008 M/s Sai Sagar Bewerages Packaged drinking 14543 - - 20M 

Pvt. Ltd., Plot No. 117, water (other than 

Phase III, IDA, packaged natural 

Pashamylaram, mineral water) 

Distt: Medak 
Andhra Pradesh 

6840579 27-06-2008 M/s Universal Trading Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Company, 16-6-194, water (other than 

Behind Muslim packaged natural 

Maternity Hosiptal mineral water) 

Osmanpura, 

Chaderghat 
Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh 

________ 

P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 

M 14 2012 

W.aiT. 2073.—(Iritm) 1988 ^ fm 4 5 ^ 


19. 6840579 


27-06-2008 


Package! drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 

water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 






RKdl^ 

RT. RT. RFT 3T^. Rd 

•R 


RTR ^ R?n 

Hil«h ^ 





411)44) 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) (7) (8) 


1. 6848801 


2. 6844991 


^^■^' 703, 

Tte 3 , 

9ft «iicn4l 

22-6-1069, 

- 500002 

'Sny 31^ 


455 


Wif ^ 1417 

r-- f* 








' ■-'' ■ v_ -i_ 

, ;tnR««TO SWHX.’H 

1417 

4-2-80,ISpR ., 

4«ijjiui/Rimi(l 



, 502103 

ftRlPi 

;v ante 31^ 



1417 




■■■ ■.villi'31^ 

^ msm :'■ -.. ^ 

- --- ^ 12,^5?lf 

'•': : 'iiPK''-. %F^» T3[^ ^ 

?WFft 

* ^jwnt, ^=nwT 

; ,'^ t^lHR-500076 

^ ^ '. V aRfwn^ 




"520002 

V.. ^ 







i 




ift e!8?ft 'iqi'ii 
Wl 1, 9ft 
'.W*:^, (NJflMWN 
■TE^.Ticrf^ 

-500002 

ifjwn, 3Tfy 31^ 

■^^■16-3-04 
.•'fe-522201 ‘ 


wRiR 

1417 

4|I^'“I/R|W4»|0 


^T54Tarjf1iT?TOT3i^, 1417 
<MlfJJlW|/|Vl(rM+l(l 


ft9Wigi5,1417 
4ft^<m/Rn^4» i(i 
15^* ijeo+H- 


taitt 154 FPJf 1417 

'lfl*iJI«l/r5fM4»l^l 




7-2-762, ■qfe^'n^, 

, 4Bf>|ilO/nO?*l^ni 

- 500003 

Tgien nn *i8<i4)H 


•; ;i#!rB^. 

^BP^HT '*4'^ii 30. l?l. 

trof 1iT9n 

5f 344,3nf 


267 268 ^ "Ot .. 


in ^ 4ildl*ft, 4i4»dMHfl 

wpi'^ 

fai^ian^ - 500072,. 
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(1) (2) 

11. 6844789 


IZ 6844890 


13. 6849702 


14. 6835081 


15. 6843181 


16. 6848797 


17. 6851584 


18. 6849601 


(3) _ 

^ _f __f 

?TT 

^ 6, '*T^ 

- 500001 
37fW3I^ 

3^^'c^rr^TT, 

^TS4I 311. 1^. 

100/^, 

i. 

^«WK - 500077 
W 

W 703, 


162 3^ 163, 
3TT^:^ T^, 

- 500076 
3Tfy 3f^ 


We %. 

703, «irH4ld4 
4 )I<h1h 1, 'ds 3 


^4<iwr< 


# ■^ttI PH'^n 
W,3T4^'217/t^, 


3TTy 31^ 


r^fWi'i ciici< 
14-460-^-1, 


3Tfy 3f^ 


_(4)_ (5) (6) (7) (8) 

1417 - , - 1999 

afiTijsnn/njitrMebiO 

Isrf^ 

^T^‘^fiT?raT^’, 1417 . - 1999 

31|3ifl«l/r5'l<rM4>Kl 

?I5m 

feiftlfe 


aijalPl*^ ^3^ 2925 


43 T(^ 8112 - - 1989 



53 Tt^ 12269 - - 1987 


M ^ 14543 - 2004 

yi<^rd4i 

fiTW ^ ^ 

31W^) 

14543 - 2(X)4 

(yi'fiPcid^ 
f3fTO3 ^ ^ 

3Hc1|o||) 


2081 GI/12—5 
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^191 


6847391 


1 . 6847694 


21. 6847694 


22. 6847290 


23. 6846288 


24. 6846389' 


25. 684486 


(3) 

III, 4 

’1*K, 

1lR3IsnST- 520007 

^ 60, ^ 3^, 

II, 

3mii3r^ 

■??^^773,^J?rf^ 

H-Sn, 

3IW3I^ 

Tl^'5f773,'^i^ 

3TO 31^ 

Icf?^ fHHC^ 

220 , 

H'‘iH 1 Tte, 

Didi 
3119 31^ 

3-4-98/2/177,'^ 

^ cJl-HMy #T 

THT 

3n«3t^ 

^qdt 

18/139/^53 3Tq^, 

Ae<F' ^-s, 

3TO3I^ 

464, ■^■^’ 18 

^Tmm-500062 

, a!Tra3i^ 


(4) 

iHHld ^ 

afl^irar) 

aRcirai) 


'»1C1 

(i^eil>ji44 yi<j>fnqi 
filH^ ■3T5I ^ 
3lCll'4l) 

Pn<^ 

'Jicri 

ftRTcI '3f?I ^ 

cHciiqi) 


fn^Kci '»id ^ 


ni^fa+ 
ThH^ ’5JH ^ 
3(m\) 

'altrl 


- 2004 


- 2004 


- 20W 


- 2004 
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Wni 23>2012/3Tmra 2, 1934 


(0 ( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) (6) 


(7) 


( 8 ) 


26. 

6840680 

3n. 


14543 

20(M 



'^5|| 






5-5-},'^^' 101, 

fiTTO ^ 






3T^fRT) 





iftM^-500072. 3TTV 




27. 

6841177 



14543 

- 2004 



1 236-'3 






Tnfe^i^f^-530012 












1^-530012, 3Tra 31^ 




28. 

6841278 

in. f^. 


14650 

- 1999 



14, 3TTf ^"3 

5<rMin 






cdRh^T 
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New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2073.—^In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 

the following schedule:— 

SCHEDULE 


SL 

No. 

Licences 

No. 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Address of 
the Party 

Title of the 
Standard 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

. (6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 


1. 6848801 22-07-2008 M/s. Penna Cement 

Industries Limited 
Plot No. 703, Sriniketan 
Colony Road No. 3, 
Banjaia Hills, 

Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh, 

Z 6844091 15-07-2008 M/s. Sri Balaji Jewellers 

& Exporters, 22-6-1069, 

KalikamanRoad, 

NearGulzarHouz, 

Distt: Hyderabad- 
500002 

Andhra Pradesh, 

3, 6845185 15-07-2008 M/s. Venkateswara 

Diamonds and Jewellers 
4-2-80, Near Kaman, 
Patelpura, 

Siddipet-502103 
Distt: Medak, 

Andhra Pradesh, 


Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


GoldandGold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


1999 


1999 


1 ■ 

1 

- 

. 

* 
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[PARTH-SBC.3(ii)] 

1 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 



i 


4. 

684^ 

1S4I7-2806 

M/s. Gattu Jagadeshwar 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

- 

1999 







Jewellers 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 










5-2-40, Main Road, 

Artefacts-F ineness 





1 

: 




Siddipet 

and Marking 





! 





Distt: Medak 






1 

' 




Andhra Pradesh, 






1 

L- 

5. 

6845387 

15^-2008 

M/s. Sri Balaji Jewellers 

Gold and Gold 

1417 


1999 


1 





Shop No. 12, Sai Durga 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 





1 

l 




Complex, Opp: HMT 

Artefacts-F ineness 





1 . 

! 




Nagar, Laxmi Starch 

and Marking 





I 1 




Colony, Nacharam, 






1 

' 




Distt: Hyderabad- 500076 






1 





Andhra Pradesh, 






1 


6. 

6846692 

22^-2008 

M/s. Sri Vimal Jewellers 

Gold and Gold 

1417 


1999 


I 




5-98-40, Raghu Mansions, 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 





11 





Main Road, Brodipet, 

Artefacts-F ineness 




* i 

'i 

** 


•* 


Distt: Guntur -522002 

and Marking 





i 




Andhra Pradesh, 






1 





522002 






1 

r' 

7. 

6839493 


M/^. Sri Lakshmi Naveena 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

- 

1999 


■ 





Jewellers, Shop No. 1, 

Alloys, Jewellery/' 






■ 




Sri Jaihind Complex, 

Artefacts-Fineness 





■ 

■ 




Rajagopalachah Street, 

wd Marking 



* 


1 |- 




Govemorpet, Vijayawada, 






1 |: 




Distt: Krishna 











Andhra Pradesh, 











522002 








8. 

6839594 

03-07-2008 

M/s. Kalyan Jewellers, 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

- 

1999 







D.No. 16-3-04, ShrofFBazar 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 





• 




Distt: Guntur 

Artefacts-Fineness 






L 




Andhra Pradesh, 

and Marking 



•- 



10. 68397% 03^031-2008 


522201 

9. 68396% 03-07-2008 M/s. M. ShermalJain* 

Jewellers, 7-2-762, 

Pot Market, 

Distt: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh- 

500003 

M/s. Khazana Jewellery 
(India) Pvt. Ltd. 
No.344,MiaKPHB 
Colony, Kukatpally,' 

Distt. - Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500072 

II. 6844789 15I07-20M M/s. Sree Durga Jewellers 

B-6, MayurKushal 
Complex Gunfoundry, 

Distt; Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh- 


Gold and Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


Gold pid Gold 1417 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold . 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 

Artefac ts- Fineness 
and Marking 


1999 


1999 


1999 
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5059 


(1) (2) 

12. 6844890 


13. 6849702 


14. 6848696 


15. 6843181 


16. 6848797 


17. 6851584 


18. 6849601 


(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) (8) 

'(9) 

15-07-2008 

M/s Aditya Jewellers 
& Financiers, 9/63, 

Friends Plaza, 

Beside Raavi Textiles, 

Main Road, Gudivada 

Distt: Krishna 

Andhra Pradesh 

Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 

1417 

1999 

28-07-2008 

M/s Orbit Plastic Safety 
Equipments India Pvt. 

Ltd., 100/C, Kattedan 
Industrial Estate 

Hyderabad 

Distt; Rangareddi 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500077 

Industrial safety 
helmets 

2925 

1984 

22-07-2008 

M/s Penna Cement 
Industries Limited 

Plot No. 703, Sriniketan 
Colony Road No. 3, 

Banjara Hills, 

Distt: Hyderabad 

Andhra Pradesh 

43 grade ordinary 
Portland cement 

8112 

1989 

14-07-2008 

M/s Ambica Industries 
Plot No. 162 & 163, 

IDA, Mallapur, 

Hyderabad, 

Distt: Rangareddi 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500076 

Zink sulphate 
heptahydrate 
agricultural grade 

8249 

1994 

22-07-2008 

M/s Penna Cement 
Industries Limited 

Plot No. 703, Sriniketan 
Colony Road No.3, 

Banjara Hills, 

Distt: Hyderabad 

Andhra Pradesh 

53 grade ordinary 
Portland cement 

12269 

1987 

21-07-2008 

M/s Sai Sadguru Mineral 
Water Plant, S Y. No. 

217/A, Jangallapalli, 
Medipalli (V), 
Ramagundam (M), 

Distt; Karimnagar 

Andhra Pradesh 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

28-07-2008 

M/s Krishna Packaged 
Drinking Water 

D.No. 14-460-A-1 
Hindupur Road, Near 

T V Tower Kadiri 

Distt: Anantapur 
.\ndhra Pradesh 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 

2004 


060 Bffi GAZETTE OF INDIA: KJNE 23,2(tt2i(ASADHA 2,1934 

(1) (2) . (4) 

19, 6848191 M/s. Vij ay Industries Packaged drinking 14543 


6847391 21^07^ 


1. 6847694 1607-2008 


6847290 1607-2008 


6846288 1607.2008 


4. 6846389 1607-2008 


5. 6844486 1507-2008 


6840680 


Phase III, Shed No. 4 
Jawahar Auto Nagar 
\^jayawada - 520007 
Distt: Krishna Andhra Pnadesh 
M/s. Sri Sai Amrutha 
Enterprises, Plot No.60, 

IDA Phase II 
(Padmanagar) Jeedimeda 
Qutbullapur Mandal, 

Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh-500054 

M/s. Sai Aqua Industries 
Sy. No. 773, Surya|>et 
(Town & Mandal) 

Distt: Nalgonda 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Tirumala Minerals 
Sy. No. 220/1, Near 
Hotel Guest Line 
Mangalam Road, 
Tinuninaidupalon 
Tirupathi Urban 
Tirupathi Distt: Chittor 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. S. S. Beverages 
3^98/2/177 Beside 
LaneofBIC 
Transport Mallapur, 

Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Revathi Industries 

18/139/A, Upstairs, 

Nehru^Road 

Kumool: 518001 

Distt: Kumool Andhra Pracksh 

M/s. Thimbhovhan 
Enterprises, Sy. No. 

464, Plot No. 18 
Dammaiguda, 

Nagaram Keesara 
Mandal - 500062 
Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Jaithra Foods Pvt. 

Ltd., Jaithra Residency 
H.No. 5-5-1, Flat No. 101 
Jaithra Residency, 

Kukatpally 
Hyderabad - 500072 
Distt: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh 


wa^ (odier than 
packaged natural 
mineral wat^) 

Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 

water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged nateral 
mineral water) 

Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mmeral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 

water (other than 
IMdc^ed natural 
minendw!^) 


[PAtn^ 

mm M 

2004 


2004 


2004 


2004 




2004 


2004 


2004 

























[«1PTII—T@ri^3(ii)3 


^ TTspr^ : 23 

,2012/31* 2, 1934 



5061 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

(9) 

27. 6841177 

08-07-2008 

M/s S. V. Enterprises 
Sy.No. 236-A,Padipeta 
Village-530012 

Tirupati Rural Mandal, 
Padipeta Village 

Distt: Chittor 

Andhra Pradesh- 
530012 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 


im 

28. 6841278 

09-07-2008 

M/s MMG Steels (P) 

Ltd., Plot No. 14, IDA 
Bollaram (Miy^ur) 
Jinnaram(M) 

Hyderabad 

Distt: Medak 

Andhra Pradesh 

Carbon steel cast 
billet ingots, billets, 
blooms and slabs 
for re-rolling 
purposes- 

14650 


1999 


|No.CMD/13: 11 1 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


14^,2012 


2074.—^ (WH) Mm, 1988 ^ Mm 5 ^ (6) ^ 

^ l^d^gK I ^FTdl t ^ ^ "3^ -n^ tTRtrg ^ ^ ^ t :- 


IF. 

■R 


A ^ 

*iKdk "R* ^ ?iH^ 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

i. 

6636580 


lTi?5niir5t^ 

21-07-2008 

z 

6691891 

■sft ti;!! 31* 

(Hi'td '^cn ^ 

3i^n^) 

15-07-2008 

3. 

6725983 

^ ^ *i: 

ill<^rd«b PH'Kd 'fled ^ 

04-07-2008 




31dMT) 


4. 

6727280 

Hii?vdl ■3?ibi %. 

^ ^ 3f)T 

^3^ 

21-07-2008 


[U ^T3T1^/13:l3;i 
■^- rH^VI4» ‘trqt’ T^' 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

SO. 2074.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 

have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each 
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SCHEDULE 


(Part II— Sec. 3(ii)| 


lNo.d4D/13:13j 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist‘F’& Head 

14'^,2012 

207S.—(xHi'Ji'i) 1988 4 5 ^ STJMiui HKdIil 

f ^ f^(ui ^ f, ^ t :— 

3^ 


<rll^^ 


( 2 ) 


68SI887 


6858194 


6853790 


■'TclT 


(3) 


TT^ "sn. f^. 

■’T 60, 3TT^ ^ 
tW ■^, ^ ^ Tj; 

- 500037 

a;mi3r^ 

5-35/275/^,^?!^ 

’III, ^4idM<rtrft 

- 500072 

16‘-1-1658, 

^ Tte, 

^ ^ wr^, 

^^- 524001 
3Tra3I^ 




(4) 


■^RT ^ (^>31^ 

^ 3lk 




m FR. 
TP§!IT 




(6) (7) (8) 


1979 


- 1990 


■^ZTof 1417 

3«'J*P»l/R!l<Hi+Kl 

^I3Rn ^ 

fafv i fe 


















rWTII-^(3^3(ii)] 


23. 20I2/3TM^ 2, 1934 


5063 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) (5) 

(6) 

(7) (8) 

4. 6K54590 

^ 3TFT^ 8-4533, 

1 302, 

^rf^RTT 

^ ^ 14543 

yi<j>rdch‘ 
firTOT 'Jld 


2(X)4 






«llilH4crrn, 






W 33f!J 31^ 




5. 

6852182 


^ "^51^ 

14543 

- 2(X)4 




( ^<41 v4d4 yi^rddi 






fipRrl '^d 






3Hc1I'4|) 





arfy 31^ 




6. 

6852283 

9ft ^ 

'Jld 

14543 

- 2004 



^ ^ 445/3, 

(A4l'4d’4 yitrd4> 





H-Sd 

fO'KC'l ^ 





^crftT, 3lTy 31^ 

9R^) 



7. 

6851988 


A<+'Ji5j7; 'Ar 'Sid 

14543 

- 2(KV1 



^'469, 

(, yi'jilddi 





- 502101, 

rHH4d ^ ^ 





3TTy 31^ 

3TdMT) 



*8. 

6851786 


Ach^3id< "Ar 

14543 

- 2(M)4 



^ ^ 253, '^PTt^ 

yifjfcRF 





cTT^ #5^, W 

pH'ifd 'Jid 





34Ty 31^ 




9 . 

6857697 

9ft ^TZT, 

A<+)aiqq RR ^Td 

14543 

2(X)4 



■^, "^R 

( Ad^dd'4 yi'Jifd^ 





^ -ftz, 

Pm did dd ^ 





31^ 

9TdRn) 



10. 

6857293 

3rsR 

A qi ^ q'q RR dd 

14543 

20(M 



^^^’355-316/39 

(Adt'dd^ yitP6^' 





■'ft 1?;^ diMi'll , 

ftpRd dd 





^RtRRR, TIR^, 

3TdMT) 





3TTy 31^ 




11. 

6857495 

9ft 

A'+'j 1'3<4 dd 

14543 

2(HM 



R^^'793, 

(R^Td^ yif^d^ 





Z3^ -QT!^ R^) 

fiRRd dd 





HrOV^I, 

9TdRI) 





3Tfy 31^ 




12- 

6855895 

RRT^ 1%f%R ■^TZT, 

■A^dsR RR dd 

14543 

2(KM 



-m R 483 T13^ 439 

( Adi'^l'^'r yi'JiPi'^i 





^3TWR. ^IIM149Z 

pH-i/d dd 





TT^, TR] 

3TdTdI) 





sn'v 31^ 





2081 Gl/12 -6 
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68S6796 


6856897 


S. 6856901 


200/1/^ 

11, 

- 500051 

H4MRI 

'8nEl,‘H^^377, 

58,TW=4Fm, 

«ii<rii'i*i< 

HCd, I'll 

3ire ^ - 500054 
■2RT I^^FT 
■^,^'^'=1 403, 

522647 


(4) 


'SHU 


- 20114 


~ 2004 


315fOT) 


^^444 

( y)«j>fdf4) 

3(l5nm) 


- 2004 


ir. iT|p^ tijli: tp »5P 


New Delhi, Oie 1401 Jiioe, 2012 

S.O. Mt 5 >- 4 lijiiiBSiMaee 6 f 8 ul^regulation (5) of thereg^ticwi 4oftheBiircauofSa(®taiS|w0te^ 
egulations 1988 »crfthBiH»«i, of Indian Stand hereby nod^^gwt of Ucencespp&ttta^^^rf 

le follcninng 8cliedhale->r-. 

SCHEDUUE 


SL Licences 

40. No. 

( 1 ) ( 2 > 

1. 6851887 


0^2008 


1 6858194 


20#<2008 


3. 6853790 134^2008 


Name and 
Address of 
the Party 

(4) ^ 

M/s. Jai Rajendra Impex 
Pvt. Ltd., Plot No,60, 

CIE, Gandhi Nagar, 

IDA 

Distt: Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh-500037 

M/s. Maruti Udyog, 
5-35/275/A, Durga 
Shakti Peetham Colony, 
Plot No. 11, Kuka^jally, 
Distt: Rangareddi, 

Andhra Pradesh-500072 

M/s. Chandana Brother’s 
Textiles & Jewellers (P) 
Ltd.,D.No. 16-1-658, 

Opp: Kanaka Mahal 
Theatre, G. T. Road, 

Distt: Nellore 
Andhra Pradesh- 
524001 


Title of the 
Standard 

(5) 

Electric ceiling 
type fans and 
regulators 


Pvc insulated 
cables for working 
voltages upto and 
including 1 lOOv 


Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artefacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


ISNa Part Sec. ^ 

(6) (7) ffl 

JM . . 1979 
























(1) (2) 


(4) 


(7) (8) 


4. 6854590 


5. 6852182 


6 . 6852283 


7. 6851988 


8 . 6851786 


9. 6857697 


10. 6857293 


U. 6857495 


0 ) 


144)8-2008 M/s. Bhanu Beverages, 

C/o S. Muralidhar Rao 
H.No. 8-4-33, Plot No. 

302, Kiushi Muddam 
Residence Kalinga 
Enclave, HAL Colony, 
Secunderabad Old 
Bowenpally, 

Distt: Rangareddi, 

Ancfiira Pradesh 

05-08-2008 M/s. Mahalakshmi, 

Industries, Mahalakshmi 
Nagar, Behind Market 
Yard Siddavaram Road, 
Badvel, 

Distt: Cuddapah, 

Andhra Pradesh 

05-08-2008 M/s. Sri Lakshmi, 

Sai Enterprises, Sy. 

No. 445/3, Jaladanki 
Village & Mandal, 
Jaladanki, 

Distt: NeUore, 

Andhra Pradesh 

064)8-2008 M/s. Sri Balaji Beverages, 
Sy. No, 469, Siddipet Road, 
Distt: Metdak, 

Andhra Piradesh- 


(5) 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


14543 


14543 - 


14543 


14543 


064)8-2008 


13-08-2008 


1408-2008 


114)8-2008 


502101 

M/s. Bagavithi Enterprises, 
Sy. No. 253, Chengol 
Village, Tandur Mandal, 

Distt: Rangareddi, 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Sri Sai Pure Drinking, 

Water, Jagdevpur Road, 

Near Railway Gate, 

Bhongir, 

Distt: Nalgonda, 

Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Pravan Indust^es, 

H. No. 3-5-316/39, ^ 

BPL Colony, 

Ramagundam, 

Distt: Karimnagar, 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Sai Shiva Industries, 

Survey No. 793, 

Suryapet (Town & Mandal), 
Distt: Nalgonda, 

Andhra Pradesh 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packa ged natural 
mineral water) 

Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral watei) 


2001 


20W 


im 


2m 


2001 


2004 


2004 


2001 
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( 1 ) 


< 2 ) 


(3) 


12. 6855895 


64»>2008 


13. 6856796 


!»-08-2008 


14. 6856897 


1408.2008 


15. 685690! 


1808-2008 


(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) (9) 

M/s. Gayathri Packaged, 
Drinking Water, 
Sy.No.438&439, 
Jawamagar Shameerpet 
Mandal, 

Distt: Rangareddi 

Andhra Pradesh 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

M/s. Sri Sai Foods & 
Beverages, Phase 

No. 200/1/A Phase II, 

IDA, Cherlapally, 

Distt; Rangareddi, 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500051 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral watw) 

14543 

20(V! 

M/s. Nayagara Packaged 
Drinking Water, 

Sy, No. 377, Plot No. 58 
Ramaiah Nagar, 

Kukatpally Balanagar 
Mandal, 

Distt: Rangareddi 

Andhra Pradesh- 
500054 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
minoal water) 

14543 - 

2004 

M/s. Uma Packaged 
Drinking Water, 

Plot No. 403, 

ICondramutla -522 

647, Epur Mandal, 
Kondramutla, 

Distt: Guntur, 

Andhra Pradesh- 
522647 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
rrHneral water) 

14543 - 

2004 


INo.CMD/13: ri] 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist‘F’& Head 

14 2012 

(WH) 1988 ^ 5 ^ 4Hn^rH4H (6) ^ ^ HH4 



"inw ^ 


(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

i. 6597596 


"'Sid 

^rmi) 

01-08-2QD8 

1 6700462 



11-08-2008 



aimiqi) 


















[^II—lsF5 3(ii)] 


23, 2012/3TT^ 2, 1934 


5067 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

3. 

6741779 



01-08-2008 



^^dMdl (Ttit) 

pH-Kd ^ 

3Tdl^) 


4. 

6771182 

Vpfldl 


28-08-2008 




yt'jjPd'* PHHid 

3tdi<=ti) 



[^■. 13:11^/13:13 I 

%if^ iiaf 31^^ 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2076.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. 

Licence 

Name and Address of the 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 

Date of 


No. 

Licensee 

Standards covered by the licence 

Cancellation 


CM/L- 


cancelled/suspension 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

65975% 

Tulasi Mineral Water 

Packaged drinking water (other 

01-08-2008 



Tirupathi 

than packaged natural mineral 
water) 


2. 

670(M62 

Good Earth Avenues (P) Limited 

Packaged drinking water (other 

11-08-2008 



Padurupalli 

than packaged natural mineral 





water 


3. 

6741779 

Ramakrishan Purified Drinking 

Packaged drinking water (other 

01-08-2008 



Water Hasnaparthy (M) 

than packaged natural mineral 





water 


4. 

6771182 

Susheela Beverage ? 

Packaged drinking water (other 

28-08-2008 



Hyderabad 

than packaged natural mineral 





water 






|No.CMD/l3;13] 




P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist'[ * & 1 lead 



14 2012 



w.arr. 2077 .—^ (wjh) 1988 ^ fro 4 ^ 5 ^ ^ 


31^ 

56 H 

<61 


'RT. 



73. 73W 

ild 4C(I 











(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) 

1. 6860383 



1417 


1999 


?ra7T'R2612-7- 

■272/1/TT 











l^7MT^-500017 






37tV Vi^ 
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[Part Q—Sff. 


0 ( 2 ) 


1 ■ 6860484 


3. 6860585 


4. 6867296 


5. 6867397 


6. 6872289 


7. 6865595 


a 6873796 


9. 6871994 


7-3-257, 

515201 

m % 

16-10-33, 

500036 

- 15-1-590,^ 

i«ifrs4 1^11^34*<<< «(Nk, 
^<0s(K- 500012 

?|t Wicfl 

■=f 16, Ti'QTl 

cb|u<^4^ , TT^FltwraKt 

^Twn, 3TTy 
dPcidl 

?TN H 8, TPP 7ft 
4» | 4^441 , O'dOlHWMlft 

wffts 

•^w, 3fty qft?! 

iTFrft !ft4«+dy 

3nf^ (^ II) ^^'619, 
-ftt Ttq ^ rdPH^ 

afty qft?i 

^■=149,71^ ■^‘266, 
■qftift^, VIKHq< 

(^ aqf) 

4i|4cv4sH4< (TlTl ^) 

aft^ 

85, Tjrqq^ 

1^1^ - 521212 
Psun!, 


7^T^7^ftT9migit 1417 

3iriJ^/f?Tcq4FTft 

^ScfT ^g<FFl- 

7^Tjjq7^ 1q?sraTg(t, i4i7 
3in5^/nflrM4>lft 

1417 

arpjq’q/PfirM^jifft 
T^ ^5?7fqR- 
faiT^ife 

-^cfut TT^ TcID? 1417 

ainjqq/ftTcqqnft 

^j5:rn T^sf-^Tf^- 

^ 1^-^cpjt 1417 

aiPjqui/P^fltrMcbift 
. '^' ^5?7fqR- 


^ 12709 

7ft 3TR qt 
qi^q? >4i44(q 
q>7 701 
'H '^ 

ftq “SITl 14543 

•fqqT^ 

atf^) 


ftq 'Jld 

( yitPd4» 

fqqT^ "ai^ ^ 

arai^) 














[^II 

—7§^3(ii)] 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) (6) (7) 

(8) 

10. 

6870588 

^ 33T^™ 

'^ChM<(s|<^ v^ld 

14543 

2004 



856, 860-1 

yi<J)Pd4> 





obRlPl'O (^^'*1 HSCl 

Pm 3d ijTd ^ 





■^^-524224 

33dT^) 





331^51^ 




11. 

6871085 

xr^T 3TR ■q;?t 

■^ 0 ^ 13 ^ "Sid 

14543 

2004 



9-68,’^ 

yi^Pxl^) 











^[2^-515801 

33dMT) 





^rfcTJX f^, 






3T1V 31^ 




12. 

6856796 


lid 

14543 

2004 



5-5-98/ 

(i^c^x^<3-4 yi^fd^' 





Ti 3,f^^ W 

pHd<d ^ 





f^-504I06 

33dMT) 





AlP^dNR, 






3ny 3r^ 




13. 

6864088 

TTkl 

^chsjiq<^ Mid 

14543 

2004 



:sk^. 6-126, 






fq<;^'3i 13 x 15 HS^, 






<^'"11 P'JicrO, 

3idiqi) 





3ny 31^ 




14. 

6864290 

^ Pd^Hdl 


14543 

2004 



540/2, 

yitPxi'^ 





Pol^ldd ^ H'dMT^ 






^-522005 

3TdM) 





3Tfy 3f^ 




15. 

6861587 


T5Td 

14543 

2004 



■cdH ^*. 14, 331^'^ 13 , 

(^ch'5i«m^ yi'^Pi'6 





II ^dfy^, 

fmrd i5Td 





^43NK-500051 

3Tdl^) 





3Tfy 31^ 




16. 

6869708 

^ 3ii4f 5''Si^'3T 

■^iSTd 

14543 

2004 



■cdffe H. 103, 

(, ^tt)\ji<s(<^ yi<^[ddi 





H2|ld4H 

fmrd ^ ^ 





1^ xf5^ 

3ldl«3l) 





51834, 






3ny 31^ 




17. 

6869910 


'Jid 

14543 

2004 



33^ xf, 60, 

yi^Pddi 





=hP\<) ^F'Xd, 

tm^d 153d ^ 





33 x 333 x 53 , 

33dT^) 





3ny 33^ 
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) (2) 

(3) 

• (4) 

(5) (6) (7) 

(8) 

6870184 


■^31^ 

14543 

2004 


725, 4Td4(rtrl1 





1 %^^, PjtHKH H-Sd, 

_ -.TV 





SrTefrai) 



6870285 

PHHtdH 


14543 

2004 


4-6-22/1/^ft, 




' 

1048/713^, 3Tl^ 





«4lRlc(C|i-^-502291, 

3TeTraT) 




[U WTSt/13 : 11 j 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 2077—In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 ofthe Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
gulations, 1988, of the Btu^au of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given in 
; following schedule - 

SCHEDULE 


51. 

Licences 

Grwt Date 

0 . 

No.' 


!)• 

(2) 


1 . 

6860383 

05-09-2008 


2. 6860484 


05-0^2008 


3. 6860585 


OF09-2008 


68672% 


26-09-2008 


Name and 
Address of 
the Party 


(4) 


M/s. J. C. Jewellery 
II. No. 12-7-272/1/A, 
Mettuguda, 
Secunderabad 
Distt. : llyderabad- 
5(XX)17 

Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Katla l .akshmi 
Narayanaiah Jewellers 
D. No. 7-3-257, 

Mam Road, 
llindupur- 515201 
Distt: Anantapur, 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Moliammcd Khan 
Jewellers Pvt. Ltd. 
16-10-33, Nalgonda 
X Road, Malakpet, 

I lydcrabad - 500036 
Distt.; Hyderabad, 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Rudrangi Prakash 
and Sons Jewellers 
15-1-590, Patangay 
Building Siddiamber 
Bazar 

Distt: 1 lydcrabad- 
500012 

Andhra Pradesh 


Title ofthe IS No 

Standard 


(5) (6) 


Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, Jewellery/ 

Arte fac ts-F inenes s 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artcfacts-F ineness 
and Marking 


Gold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artei'acts-Finencss 
and Marking 


Cjold and Gold 
Alloys, Jewellery/ 
Artcfacts-Fineness 
and Marking 


Part Sec. Year 


(7) (8) (9) 


- ' 1999 
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5. 6867397 26-09-2008 M/s. Sn Swathi Jewellery Gold and Gold 1417 - - 1999 

Shop No. 16,AMC Alloys, Jewellery/ 

Complex, Rajagopalachari Artefacts-Fineness 

Street, Govemorpet and Marking 

Vijayawada 

Distt:-Krishna 

Andhra Pradesh 

6. 6872289 29-09-2008 M/s. Lalitha Jewellers Gold and Gold 1417 - - I9*>; 

Shop No. 8, AMC Alloys, Jewellery/ 

Complex, Rajagopalachari Artcfacts-Fineness 

Street, Govemorpet and Marking 

Vyayawada - 520002 
Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh 

7. 6865595 23-09-2008 M/s. Gayathri Industrial Glass-fibre rein- 12709 - - 1994 

Products Private Limited forced plastic (grp) 

(Unit-II), Survey No. 619, pipes joints and 

Besides CST Valinox fittings for use for 

Ltd., Patancheru Mandal, potable water 

Isnapur Village 
Distt: Medak 
Andhra Pradesh 

8. 68737% 264)9-2008 M/s. NDA Industries Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2{X)4 

Plot No. 49, S. No. 266 water (other than 
Pargi Road, Shadnagar packaged natural 

(VI), Farooq Nagar (MD) mineral water) 

Distt: Mahbubnagar, 

Andhra Pradesh 

9. 6871994 30-09-2008 M/s. Vision Industries Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Alep Industrial Estate water (other than 

Plot No. 85, Surampalli packaged natural 

Village - 521212 mineral water) 

Ganna varam Village 
Krishna District, 

Surampalli 
Distt: Krishna, 

Andhra Pradesh 

10. 6870588 29-09-2008 M/s. Sai Lakshmi Aquas Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Sy. No, 856,860-1 water (other than 

Kaligiri Village & packaged natural 

Mandal - 524224 mineral water) 

Distt: Nellore 
Andhra Pradesh 

11. 6871085 30-0^2008 M/s. S. R. S. Mineral Packaged drinking 14543 - - 2004 

Products, 9-68, T. B. water (other than 

Road, Guntakal- 515801 packaged natural 

Distt: Anantapur mineral water) 

Andhra Pradesh 


2081 G1/12—7 
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(1) (2) • > ^3) (4)_ (S) _^ 


11 6865696 CVW)5>-2008 


13. 6864088 09^2008 


14. 6864290 164J9-2008 


15. 6861587 04-(»-2008 


16. 6869708 24^2008 


17. 6869910 ^09-2008 


18. 6870184 3009-2008 


19. 6870285 24«09-2008 


M/s. Sri Sai Products 
& Beverages, D. No. 5- 
6-98/A3, Vivek Nagar 
Nirtnal-504106 
Distt: Adilabad 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Meera Enterprises 
DoorNo. 6-126, 

Penamaluni Village 
& Mandal, 

Distt: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. SriTirumalesa 
Industries, Sy. No. 540/2 
Opp Kendrya Vidhyalaya 
Nallqjadu 
Guntur-522005 
Distt: Guntur 
Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Shiva Manikanta 
Beverages, PlotNou 14, 

IDA Phase II, Cherlapally, 
Distt: Hyderabad - 
500051 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Sree Arya Industries 
Plot No. 103,Raniachandra- 
nagar Colony, Mantralayam 
Village & Mandal 
Distt: Kumool - 
518345 

Andhra Pradesh 

M/s. Vijayalakshmi 
Beverages, S. No. 60, 
Muthyal acheruvu 
Village, Kadiri Rural, 

Distt: Anantapur 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Ganga Bhavani 
Mineral Water, Sy. 

No. 725, Bonthapally 
Village, Jinnaram Mandal 
Distt: Med^ Andhra Pradesh 

M/s, Laxmi Narasimha 
Minerals, H. No. 4-6-22/ 
1/C.Sy.No. 1048/AA Old 
Street, Yeiikepally Road 
Sadashivapet, Distt; Medak 
Andhra Pradesh-502291 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

Packaged drinking 14543 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 


[PAirr II— SEC.3(ii)J 


(7) (8) (9) 

2004 


2004 


2(m 


20(M 


•2004 


20M 


2001 


2001 


|No.CMD/l3: 11 1 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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2012 

2978.—'IKdl^ HH=b (ilHIUH) 1988 ^ Pqpi^iH 5 ^ (6) ^ 

^d<v^K I arftl^jTdd t 1^ ^ "3^ '*t| aiO<a ^ ^ "W ^ :- 

3 ?^ 


7i 



^ 3T^tPfcT ^A?3i*T 
>?RrfbT HH4li 

7^ 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6556582 

??t 7?1^ "W 


2008-I0-I4 




yi'JjfddF) Ph'Kci '51^ 





3Ten^) 


z 

6744078 

"Sn. 

^ hWI ^ nleO ^ 

2008-10-16 



^4<I«1K 



3. 

677804 

30^ 


2008-10-14 



W?^ 

yifjfd^ 1*?w ^ ^ 







4. 

6803371 


250 16 ^ ^ 

2008-10-20 



^4<14K 








[7T. 


^/1^. ^5iirH4) 'trqr’ Ti^' 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.0.2078.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect-from the date indicated against each 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/I.- 

Name and Address of the 

Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

( 1 ) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

1. 

6556582 

Sree Sai Ganga Bevt;rages 
Rachapalli Village 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

14-10-2008 

2. 

6744078 

Chandgothia Metals Pvt. Ltd. 
Hyderabad 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

16-10^2008 

3. 

67778(W 

Jey Cee Aqua Products 

Palamaner 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

16-10-2008 

4. 

6803371 

Prasanthi Industries 

Hyderabad 

Plugcs and socket outlets of 

250 volts and rated current up 
to 16 amperes 

20-10-2008 


lNo.CMD/13;13J 
P. M. PANTULL’, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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14^,2012 

^ (w»R) ftfwT, i98» ^ 5 ^ (6) ^ ^ ^irm 

Vjit^ iiHiil^ mirt ^ ^ hi§M ^ ■351^ arrt ^ «n^ ^ ^pn f :_ 


^ ^ ^TT#?T ^ 3RPf3 


L ^ft^»W5W ^ W -iTR^ ^ 


^9839(^ *l^^l m % 


(5) 


2010-02-29 


2010-02-17 


(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


1. 6^f893 3ffWT 

3T?n®0) 

2. 6983908 UT. % ^ 308!^ ^ 2010-02-17 


[^T.^T?*I^/13:I3] 
T^. f4^!4> 4^lPWi ‘ipp’ Tipf ^5® 

New Delhi, the 140i June, 2012 

lS.O. 2079.—^Inpomiance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
RegutatUMis, 1988, ^Biwe«i ofji^ian Standards, hereby notifies that die licences particidars of which are given below 
have bem cancelled wtdtf^^t from the date indicated against each:— 

SCBEOULe. 


^.No. 

licence 

Napae and Address of the 

Article/Process with relevutt Indian 

Date of 


No. 

Ueensee 

Standards covered by the licoice 

CaMtellatkm 


CM/I^ 


cancelled/suspension 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6918893 

l|%iMini Aqua Minerals 

Packaged drinking water (other 

0902-2010 



Pet^tonegandla Post 

dian packaged natural mineral 
water) 


Z 

6983908 

Patfanaja Laboratories Pvt. Ltd. 

Mineral mixtures for Si^lementing 

17-02-2010 



^i^yawada 

catde feeds 




i ■ 


iNo.CMD/13:131 




P, M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘ F’ & Head 



^ 14 2012 



WB'Wl IMK'- 

—(WJR) 1988 ^ 5 (6) ^ 41 ^ i^Rdh IJFRT 







If. 

, ^!I8^ #P8 9l^8l*llf) W\ ^ 





nm 

^ vN* 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

670367B 

^ 38R ^ 

4<( <4^1 (^«6'S1«l«r 

2010-03-29 




y(i^w4i ^ ^ 

Siciiqi) 


a 

6796989 

— ... .. f-. A \ 

TiRtI tpH 


2010-03-03 



,1P^' 

'*ici ^ 

31?M) 



''13^ *TP8* 
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New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.O. 20S0. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which arcgiven below 
have been cancelled with effect fi-om the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/lr 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

P) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6703670 

N R C Industries 

Kumool 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

29-03-2010 

2. 

6796909 

Siva Ganga Packaged Drinking 
water cuddapah 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

03-03-2010 





|No.CMD/13:13| 




P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 



14^, 2012 


2081. — ^ 1988 * pctr'i^ (5) (o) =h ^ 

^ T^cRJjSRl ^ ^ ^ rlRf® ^ '>T^TT t 






sF. 

U 

?!T?#Pr TIW 

^ *11*1 

^•qcn 

^ 


(0 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6319568 


43 TINR^ mIcIcAs, 

r> 

2009-12-16 

1 

6438576 

^ "Sn T?l 

[ndW ^ 

3tciiqi) 

2009-12-17 



W«*«NK 


3. 

6584890 

fepc^rHdi 3n% 

fit'ltd 'Sid ^ 

2009-12-17 

4. 

6647181 

if 

“Sid ( 

yi^Rl«h Ph4^^ "3!^ ^ 

Sidiqi) 

2009-12-17 

5. 

6846288 

THT 

Ill'llPd«h fiWl ^ 

-aidicii) 

2009-12-17 


1076 - 
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1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

d 

6869809 


44 'snn 
[hkci ^ 

2009-12-17 

7. 

mAvn 


3Ren55fT) 

2009-12-23 


[■?T.^T^^/13:I3] 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 


S,0. ^1.—piuwttice of sub-regulation (6) of tfie Regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Leguladons, 1988, of die of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which art ^ven beloMr 

ave been <»iu^ledl'«^ tdii^t fioni the date indicated — 


SCHEDUL£ 


11 . No. 

Licence 

No. 

CM/I^ 

Nine and Address of the 

Ueeasee 

Aiticle/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/ suspension 

Date of 

Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

6319568 

Industries 

Cttddapah 


16-12-;M09 


6438576 

Slee Diffga Beverages (P) Ltd 
SecMendtad 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
w£der) 

17-12-2009 

3. 

6584890 

Dnrimty Beverages (P) Ltd 

Kdidau* village 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural minenil 
water) 

17-12-2009 

4. 

6647181 

P Vmkateswarlu & Sons 

Taegntur 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

21-12-2009 

5. 

6846288 

S. S. Beverages 

RaagaredcU 

Packaged drinking water (other 
dian packaged natural mit^ral 
water) 

17-12-2009 

6: 

6869809 

Yyaya Food & Beverages 
Secanderabad 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

17.12<M09 

7. 

6884397 

S. S, Beverages 

Rmgaieddi 

Packaged drinking water (other 
than packaged natural mineral 
water) 

23-12-2009 





• 

[No.CMD/13:13| 




P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 
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14 2012 

arr. 2082 ,—(uhiuh) [^Ph^h, i 988 ^ UUmh (5) (6) ^ 

^ ^jTd? t fTH N^’OI ^ ■3R^ 3?rt Tlf CTT^ ^ ^ :-■- 




■R 

"^nsRi 


^ aRFfd TlsFR 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 





23-11-2009 

1 

6878810 


Mil '4d Hi*j>m=h Ih’K'ii 


[U #TnT^/13 : 13] 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S. 0.2082. —^In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standaids (Certification) 
Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect fix)m the date indicated against each : - 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/L- 

Name & Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 

Standards covered by the licence 
cancelledysuspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

6878810 

Veena Beverages 

Packaged drinking water (other than 

23-11-2009 



Anantapur 

packaged natural mineral water) 






1 No.CMD/13:131 




P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’& 1 lead 




14^, 2012 



3TT. 2083. 

—(OTTR) rdPHilM, 1988 (5) (6) ^ 

,i¥d Ip RKdk 'RH^ 

^ 3TfV4ifdd ^IRdT 1f^SRtrr ^ 3TT^ 'Rf cTT^ ^ ^ t :— 






9bH 

dl|4p¥l 

dl|#R^ ^ HIR c| -CRTT 

^ 3i¥rfd ^¥^ y9hH ¥P^^ rkoIr 

¥^ fdf^ 

¥1. 





(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) . 

(5) 

1 

6648789 

^ lJ'rL¥yi^^¥7 


10 10-2009 




3iciiqi] 


2 

6722674 


'Sid [ yi<fi Pi'll iH’Kd 

01 10-2(K)9 



Jj'Ti+d 

3TdRl] 


3 

6750073 


i^e^vJl<si(^ >s|d [ fH'KCrl 

01 10-2009 




^ ^ 3¥dMT] 


4 

6849601 


Mq vjid yi'jjlci't) IH-Kd 

01 10-2009 




3Td1^] 


5 

6857697 

¥TT| W¥ 

^ ^ [ ^di'4d4 yi'i»Pd'4»] fiR¥d 

01 10-2(K)9 , 



^TlRfiR 

^ ^ 3TdT^l 
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# fldqFiRI 

'INPH 




(2) ‘ (3) (4) (5) 


6870083 # ^ 3nf»f?T^l ftRWI O1'-1O-20O9 

'Jici ^ 3wi®ii 3 

“ ” [U#T^lrfl/13 ; 13] 

T(*T. 

New Delhi, the 14fli June, 2012 

S. O. 2883.—^In jHHSiiancc of sub*regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of die Bureau of Imhan Standards (CertificiUuHi) 
ilations 1988, of the Btroau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of wdiich are given bdow 
been cancelled witii effect from the date indicated against each:— 

SCHEDULE 


Licences No.. 
CM/L- 

Name & Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cai^Uation 

(2) 

0) 

(4) 

(5) 

6648789 

JB Enterprises, Venkata 
Reddy P^em 

Packaged drmking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

10-10-2009 

6722674 

Manikanta Industries, 
GittiDrical 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-10-2009 

6750073 

Mytry Living Water, 
Attuitapur 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-10-2009 

6849601 

Kruhna Packaged Drinking 
Water, Anantapur 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-10-2009 

6857697 

Sri Sai Pure Drinking Water 
Bhongir 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-10-2009 

6870083 

aiVerkateshware Beverages, 

Bhoi^ 

Packaged (frinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-10-2009 


P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’& Head 


14^,2012 

W. 38, 2C^.—■RPl^ (yni'^H) 1988 ^ P^PinH (5) (6) ^ ^ 

_ 

^ ■=TPT ^ TH cll^ ^ 3Rrf?! ^ WT 'Hkdt^ ^ ^ 

hiH4> 


( 2 ) 


(5) 

15-9-2009 


6935893 ^PmP=?T mt^. ^ ^ ^ ^ 15-9-2009 

3TFTfaT ^ 3^^? <irHi«\’i) __ 

[■^l. #T^R '^/13 : 13 ) 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S. O. No. 2884.“4n pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau ot Indian Standards 
:ertification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particular^' of which arc 
Lven below have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each :— 
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23,2012/331^ 2, 1934 


SCHEDULE 

SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/L- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with rel e vant Indiem 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

6935893 

United Phase Diagrams 

Converted electrodeds for manual metal 

15-09-2009 


India Private Limited are welding of carbon and cabon manganese 

Kondamadugu Meetu steel 

Village 


[No.CMD/13:13] 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist. ‘ F’ & Head 

14 2012 

^.33T. 2085.—1988 5 (6) ^ 3r5^(ui ^ 

t % ^ fcicliui C31^W ^ ^TRt33 wl :— 

3?3q^ 



TlTozn 

^ HIM <4 m 


^ ITTT*? 

ri. 





(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

6436673 



01-08-2009 




131^ ^ 3tClI<4l] 

25-08-2009 

2 

6641068 

^n. 




3T^ 

3T^nan] 


3 

6704268 


>1*1 'iici Inn^ci 

11-08-2009 










19-08-2009 

4 

6799915 


M«lddl 9> lq=hl'Wd 




IFM ^ 3fk 7m 



[3T. ^T^q^/13 : 131 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S.0.2085.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each : 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No, 

Licences No. 
CM/I.- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/ suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

6436673 

Balaji Enterprises 
Ananthapur 

Packaged drinking .vater (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

01-08-2009 

2 

6641068 

Satya Surya Chandra Water 
Products, Addanki 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

25-08-2009 

3 

6704268 

Rupa Aqua Industries 
Kumool 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

11-08-2009 


2081 Gl'12-8 
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(1) (2) g) _ _ ■ 

4 $7999X5 " fttrijiiftiir ia Ispat Private Ltd., High strength deformed steel bars and 

^ahah iihnagar wiresfoTConcrete reinforcement 


1948^2009 


-[No.eMD/13:13] 

P. M. PANTULU, Director Scicini8t ‘F’ft Head 

^ felt, 14^,2012 

^ i ^ fe ^ 3Trt tildes* ^fe -^rm t ' 

^ ' ' ■ ' '1; 

^ ^^ 3fcpf<T ^ M9t)H 

(I) (2) (3) _ ‘ - 

1 6367276 ^ fe ^TT»T«2t feftR! 02-06-2009 

y lUiHIK '5PXRT "SS 3^ ^ 

2 6607977 4 1 <=<1^ l*t»Kei 11-4)6-2009 

"SIR ^ 'Sitnwi] 

3 6730673 - 'Jid hi«|>Io^ (nii^ I7'^^2b09 

1404 1 4 ■^■^3WPT] 

4 ^47391 :l^-4(l -scnjcl ^ 17-06-M09 

■m 3fi?n^] ; 


6847391 


'?nf 3(Tijci 


•qt. 




New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S0.2W#.-^ pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the BureauofL.„„_ ___,^^^ ^ ^ 

Regulations, 1988, ot^ Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which aib^vcnb^dtsf 

have been catipeilad^it^Pl dffect from the date indicated against each . 

scHEipwe . ■ 

SI. Licence NO;’r^’> Name and Address of the Article/Process with relevant Indian 




No. amr 


(1) (2) 


Licensee 


1 6367276 Tinqwiti Udyog Ltd., 

Hyderabad 


Standha^ds covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 


High strength deformed steel ba^ afl^ 
wires for concrete reinforcerpoit 


Date of 

Qaps^latipn , . ( 




6607977 : . ViMyaka Beverages Packaged drinking water (other than 

. . ' ! Ameenpur Village packaged natural mineral water) 

6730673 S. K. Minerals, Hyderabad Packaged drinking water (otHer than 

packaged natural mineral water) 

Sri SaiAmrutha Enterprises Packaged drinking water (other than 
Riuigareddi packaged natural mineral water) 


6847391 


17-06-2009 


17-06-2009 




j[hfo.C^ 

P. M. PANtULU, Director sfcicatist T’ & X^ 











[^11—^I3^3(ii)] 


^ 23,2012/3^1^ 2, 1934 
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14^,2012 

STT. 2087,—(TRFH) PclPHilH, 1988 ^ PqP'iH*^ 5 (6) ^ 3T^3gT^'4‘ hm«^ 

'S'JTt l(d<^gK I 3lfiRjf^ t f% fFT foloKUl ^ "3^ ■^?Tp7t "T^ clKhS t : - 


37^^ 


ShH 

U 


^n^^TRt ^ ^ ^ ^ 

cTTf^ ^ 3Tr17frT ^ 9*0 'HKol'^l 

HM«h 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

6272063 

ya1«r> 

lOFIT^ 

25-02-2009 




■31^ ^ 3l<r1NI .1 


2 

6716881 

T^TT R77 3TR 30^ 

TJigjfiRF 

27-02-2009 







[U ^^^/13 : 13 j 
T?37. irg® 

New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 


S. O. No. 2087. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Startdards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which 
are given below have been cancelled with effect from the date indicated against each. 


SCHEDULE 


Si. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/L- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Aiticle/Process with relevant Indian 

Standards covered by the licence 
cancdled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

W 

(5) 

1 

6272063 

Prathik Beverages 

Packaged drinking water (ofiier than 

25-02-2009 



Guntur 

packaged natural mineral water) 


2 

6716881 

S.S.R. Aqua Products 

Packaged drinking water (other than 

27-02-2009 



Adavitakkellapadu 

packaged natural mineral water) 






[No.CMD/13;13; 




P. M, PANTULU, Director Scientist‘F’& Head 



, 14^,2012 



^ 37T. 2088. —(3RFH) 1^1^, 1988 ^ farf^ 5 (6) 











# 3f(PfiT U*M «««* 

Rit fflPR 

u 

ih33T/tl[^ 


RIT 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4,) 

(5) 

1 

6511358 


yi<j>Pa*?) Pni^ri 

29-04-2009 




^31^ ^ sTerrar] 



[^■. ^X^^/13 : 13 1 

it. 31 ^ 


i082 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S. O. ^Afti-^litpttfsuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indiw Standards (Certification) 

3 egulatioi», 1988, ofdie Btteau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 
ive been cancelled with €£fect firom the date indicated against each: 

SCHEWff^ 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 23, 2012/ASADHA 2,1934 


[Par:!- II— Sec. 3(ii)I 


1 


Licences No. 
CM/I.- 


Nnote and Address of the 
Liceiaee 


Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 


Date of 
Cancellation 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) 


6511358 ^Aqiui Industries 
Ifnimikonda 


Packaged drinking water (other than, 
packaged natural mineral water) 


29-04-2009 


[No.CMD/13:13] 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


14 20J2 


nr. ^ (lltTPH) Wm, 1988 ^ 5 (6) ^ ^ 

UdSg i ri % fiFf ^ a;n^ 'ni cTT^ ^ t;— 







■■■ __ ft f 


(1) 

(2) 


(4) 

(5) 

l 

63335© 


3T^] 

30-03-2009 

2 

6523062 


Ml’i'St. ill's 

05-03-2009 

3 

6562476 


Mle^ln«h 

04-03-2009 


670^74 


yl<^fd+ filHW 

'JW ^ 'SlCll^j] 

05-03-2009 


6711972 

tftiW 3i^qqi fHKrH 

. V A- 

'*IC1 ^ 3lt1I®ll] 

28-03-2009 

f 

6827385 

## -alt 3imi 


30-03-2009 ' 

[U #Tr*T^/13 : 13] 




NewDelhi,the 14th June,20l2 

S. O. 208%t—I npin^u^ce of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
I egulations, 1988, Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particulars of which are given below 

1 ave been cancell«i cflfect from the date itidicated against each : 


















i^Rc! 23,2012/31]W 2, 1934 
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SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licences No. 
CM/I.- 

Name and Address of the 
Licensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspcnsion 

Date of 
Cancellation 

(1) 

(2) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

1. 

6333562 

Guru Food Products 
Taranagar 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

304)3-2009 

2. 

6523062 

Creamline Dairy Products 
Limited Ongole 

Skimed Milk Powder Part-I, 

Standard Grade 

05-03-2009 

3. 

6562476 

K.B. Beverages Hyderabad 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

04-03-2009 

4. 

6707274 

Sai Sujala Industries 
Thummuru Village. 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

05-03-2009 

5. 

6711972 

Veenus Aqua Minerals 
Telaprolu 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

28-03-2009 

6. 

6827385 

GVG Aqua Industries 
Murakambattu Village & Post 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

3003-2009 

__—. 




fNo.CMD/13;13] 


P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


14 2012 

2090.-'lH^ ^ ^ (W-H) 1^. 1988 ^ 4 ^ (5) ^ ^ 

ajit WI t cll|« * ^ 313^ 1? IIII t, ^ ^ ^ M 


9bq 


^/H16 



9T9T. 9FT 


■ 9 ft 

'(A)'" 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

6913378 

4-3-2009 

4ft 3mft4i 


1417 

- 

1999 




yi.ld., 








9i499 ^ 4TT9ft, 








ZUA. 40-321 

■ggTTfHR 












2. 

6913479 

4-3-2009 

4ft ^ 3Tnft41 

4^Tr9 4^ 

1417 

- 

1999 





3TT'^/ 







40-1-45, 








43Ti4T9 





















3. 

6913580 

2-3-2009 


4snft9^4^ 

1417 

- 

1999 




14 18, ft'?. 
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(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) (7) 

(a) w 

6914784 

09-03-2009 

^ 

11-49-350, 

hT^ci, 

fq'>i<4q!S, f^TcJT, 

■^cpjf Tj;g Wif 

RT?TOigi^, 

1417 

- 1999 

6916687 

17-3-2009 

27-23-201, 

^wii Pjicni, 
aiRl'Sl^ 

- _ -C «_ T 

3TT^/ 

rvi<r9*l(l 

^6Kt4>H - RiRlR^i 

1417 

1999 

6916687 

17-03-2009 

WT 8, ^ 

4ilHk^4H) 

• 7 ^, 

520002, 

<f>^li f^di, 

7<7o1t^‘7^ 

RT?Wigq; 

nfur^qx^l 

^^Ut+H - IqRiRi 

1417 


6916889 

17-03-2009 

27-23-200, 

retell, 

afira-sr^ 

7«rjf ^*7^ 

Hfi^swO ^ssn nq 
'^SRte - 

1417 

- 1999 

6919794 

30-03-^^ 

TIoOR^I Hl?'^ 501^ %. 

71^ ■^. l37,'?RFPT^7te, 

•i<(l*iiHi fq(:^'»i-502300 
•qHPT^F^ TTS^, 

Asq> HaKni 

T^SZfO ^' rP9?IT 

|7*im 

2062 ;;, 


6913075 

06-03-^:^ 

■<iq«cil*ii -wl^ ft- 

?!<<T 4feld 31^, 

2062 r 




-OR+'i Ih^ei 3n.f^., 

*l^Miq 1^^^-509228 

3ira3i^ 

■qeim •Qrg z^ zm 

^Tfr^ 17^ 


• ' 

6925183 

30-03-2009 

■^SRT yi-S'+[i;H f^., 

296/7/8 

11,3TT^ Ti:, 

ePTT ^Rrtd 317^, 
wm TEg zzzi 

-% 7T7^ 

2062 

- 2006 


^ l < I H -502 325 
















23,2012/3TTW 2, 1934 5085 



^-14/iT,# 3TTf i ■ 

■^TcWR, ^4<HK-500 037 ^ 

W 

3TTy 3r^ 

12. 6920375 30-03 2009 +1W4T^<-H tpTf^ ft 12709 - 1994 

t^., 9r1irW4) (^ 3TRi^) 

4l«4'fF5 ■c^TRT, 995 ^ 

4)cf,u.^ "9^7 

3^^ ^-600 040 


13. 6918893 


14. 6917588 


15. 6918792 


16. 6913782 


17. 6913277 


18. 6912982 


dfMdHl^ 


16-03-2009 

%rfPft 3TT^ rH'H<c4(, 

Tft?e 

iT5^, 

3TPy 31^ 

^Ch,ji4<^ %f ■^31^ 

yictjpdfcf)' 

firm^ ^ ^ smimi) 

14543 

2004 

17-03-2009 

30.%., 

§'<^dT f^%31 

9l^cl4i<-524 345 

C\ 

rJldi 

3TRJ 31^ 

^cflvslcfc^ %T ^ 
yiejipi=h 

fxTTO ^ ^ amimr) 

14543 

2(X)4 

18-03-2009 

13-6-825/12%!^ 

^TtTTJT f§FO ^ "OR!, 

3TR! 31^ 

%1 'Jirri 

(yidiRi<^) 

fmn:^ ^ ^ ^mrrai) 

14543 

2004 

06-03-2009 

2-3-512/134/10 ^W, 

33Ry 3!^ 

^ ^ ^T^TTsn) 

14543 

2004 

06-03-2009 

X^?T 3T^-^ 

9-127, TFI^, 

MHcRH-521 101 

3TRJ 31^ 

%i ■^mi 
3n^fcTm 

Pmxd ^ ^ smxmi) 

14543 

2004 

02-03-2009 

3m XT^ 3TR 

3-l06,‘%T^T^ 

■ 9 %^, H5Q1 

'^’^11 %efT, 

3TR! 31^ 

yidiPdd) 

pH-Kd '3id 3mimT) 

14543 

2004 


i086 , THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 23, 20I2/ASAD HA 2,1934 _ [Part II— Sec. 3(ii)1 

1) (2) (3) (4) _ (5) _ (6) (7) (8) (9) 

[9. 6922884 31-03-2009 14862 - - 2000 

1-8-303/69/3 

rycb><|«(K-500 003, 

^ ^ [■«■. ^■^■^/13 : 11J 


NewDelhi,the 14th June,2012 

S.O. 209®.—In punuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Legulations, 1988, of file Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which arc given 

1 the following schedule:— 


SCHEDUU: 


;l. 

Licence 

Grant Date 

Name and 

Title of the 

IS No. 

Part 

Sec. 

Year 

4o. 

No 


Address of 
the Party 

Standard 


-1_ 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

1. 

6913378 

04-03-2009 

M/s. CB Agios and 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

- ^ 


1999 




Jewellers Private Limited, 

Alloys, 








0pp. Zilla Parishad, 

Jcwllery/Artefacts- 








D. No. 40.321, 

Fineness and 








Main Road, Distt. ; Kumool Marking 








Andhra Pradesh 






2. 

6913479 

04-3-2009 

M/s. CB Agros and 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

- 

- 

1999 




Jewellers Private Limited 

Alloys, 








D.No. 40-1-45, 

Jewllery/Arte facts- 








Siaram Mansion, 

Fineness and 








Labbipet, Vijayawada, 
Distt.: Krishna, 

Andhra Pradesh 

Marking 





3. 

6913580 

2-3-2009 

M/s. Sri Lakshmi 

Gold and Gold 

1417 

♦ 

- 

1999 



> 

Jewellery Mart 

Alloys, 








Door No. 14-18, 

Jewllery/Artefacts- 








Bhadrachlam Road, 

Fineness and 








Mylavarara 

Distt.: Krishna 

Andhra Pradesh- 
521230 i 

1 Marking 





4. 

6914784 

094)3-2009 

M/s, Sri Gowri Sanakar 

Gold and Gold 

1417 


- 

1999 




Jewellery Works 

Alloys, 








Door No, IM9-350, 

Jcwllcry/Artefacts- 








2nd floor. 

1 Fineness and 








Sri Radha Krishna Complejt, Marking 

Sivalaya Street, One Towii 







' 

Distt.; Krishna ' 

Andhra Pradesh 

1 

1 

1 

i-^--- 

1 
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(1) (2) (3) (4) 


(5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 


5. 6916687 


6. 6916788 


7. 6916889 


8. 6919794 


9. 6913075 


10. 5925183 


11. 6924787 


12. 6920375 


17-3-2009 


17-03-2009 


17-03-2009 


17-03-2009 


06-03-2009 


3003-2009 


20-03-2009 


304)3-2009 


M/s. Syamala Jewellers 
Door. No. 27-23-201, 
Gopala Reddy Road, 
Govemorpet, 

Distt.; Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Syamala Jewellers 
Door No. 27-23-201, 
Gopala Reddy Road, 
Govemorpet, 

Distt.; Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh, 

M/s. Mahendra Jewellery 
House, Shop 8, E.V. Plaza 
(Jaihind Talkies Complex) 
Rajagopalchari Street, 
Govempet, 

Distt.: Krishna 
Andhra Pradesh-520002 
M/s. Sawaria Pipes 
Private Limited 
H.No. 5-2-196/2A 
Distillery Road, 

Ranigunj, Secunderabad- 
500003, 

Distt.: Hyderabad, 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Rayalaseema 
Steel Re-Rolling 
Mills Pvt. Ltd. 

Nandigaon Viilage-509 228 
Kothur Mandal 
Distt.; Mahbubnagar, 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Sujana Metal 
Products Limited (Unit 1) 
18NagaijunaHills 
Panjagutta 
Hyderabad-500 082 
Distt.: Hyderabad 
Andhra Pradesh 
M/s. Hitek Appliances 
Pvt. Ltd. 

B-14/A, CIE Balanagar, 
Hyderabad 
Distt.: Rangareddi 
Andhra Pradesh-500037 
M/s. Extraco Composites 
India Pvt. Ltd. 

Diamond Plaza, 995-P, 

Ilnd floor, 12th 

Main Road, 2nd Avenue, 

Anna Nagar, 

Distt.: Cheiinai 
Tamilnadu-600040 


Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, 

Jewllery/Artefacts- 
Fincness and 
Marking 

Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, 

Jewl lery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 

Gold and Gold 1417 

Alloys, 

Jewellery/Artefacts- 
Fineness and 
Marking 

Steel for general 2062 

structural purposes- 


Steel for general 2062 
structural puiposes- 


Stecl for general 2062 
stmctural purposes- 


Portable Liquefied 11241 
Petroleum gas 
appliances operating 
at vapour pressure 

Glass-fibre rein- 12709 
forced plastic (grp) 
pipes, joints and 
fittings for use 
for potable water 
supply 


1999 


1999 


1999 


2006 


2006 


2006 


1985 


1994 
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- 

(1) 

-.isr^t'.'iisiss 

0 



: (5) 



13. 


ife#;?pp9 

M/s. Himani Aqua Minerals 
Opp. Radhakrishna 

Cinema Theatre, 
Petasannegandla Post 
Karempudi Man&l 

Distt.: Guntur 

Andhra Pradesh 

packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 - - 

2004 : 

14. 

6917588 

1740^ 

M/s. Venkata Naga Lakshmi 
Enterprises (P) Ltd. 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 

14543 - - 

2004 



■ ■■ . ■ 

Inkurthi Village, Podalakur- 
524 345 PodalakurMandal, 
Distt.: Nellore 

Andhra Pradesh 

packaged natural 
mineral water) 



15. 

69187Se^^ 

18i»-2009 

M/s. H & Sons Foods & 
Beverages 

13-6-825/12 RingRoad, 

Near Attapur, Bridge, 

Distt.: Hyderabad, 

Andhra Pradesh 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 

2004 

16. 

6^)13782 

064»-2009 

M/s. Sri (kxlavari Beverages 
2-3-512.134/10 Bapu Nagar, 
Ambcrpel, 

Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
packaged natural 

14543 

2004 




Hyderabad 

mineral water) 






Distt.; Rangareddi 







Andhra Pradcsh-500013 




■ 17. 

6913277 

; ;oeH03^2oo9 

M/s. S. S. Ultra-Tech 

Packaged drinking 

14^ ^ ^ 




.V./"-...v-O 

D. No. 9-127, Roy Nagar, 

water (other than 






Gannavaram-521 lOl 
Gannavaram 

Distt.: Krishna 

Andhra Pradesh 

packaged natural 
niiiTcral water) 


■ • • ••. *• • 

18. 

6912982 

(E^3^009 

M/s. RSR Industry 

D. No. 3-105 Medara Ba/ar 
Poranki, Pcnanialuru Mandal 
Distt.: Krishna 

Andhra Pradesh 

(Packaged drinking 
water (other than 
, packaged natural 
mineral water) 

14543 

OT4 

19. 

6922884 

4^2009 

M/s. Visaka IndustricsLtd. 
Visakha lowers 1 -8-303/69/3 

I'ibre cement tlal 
sheets 

14862 

20tXl 




S P Road. Secunderabad, 
Distt. Hyderabad, 






•'.-* \ •. •• • 

Andhra Pradesh-500003 





I No.C^p4.i: m 


j l^ M. PAN l ULU,Pia*clor 

14 ■^. 2012 
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3I^J^ 


sF3 



<rtr|'^ ^ aTcFftT 


U 





(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 . 

62050-tX 

^<(NK '+>rM4»tH yi44<y 


19 01-2009 






■» 

63b9()7S 

3TT^ TJT.IR. 


01 01-2009 




■^3?^ 3tclt<3ll 1 



6714675 

73Tf ^ ^ ^33^ 6jlc|^'^3{ 

^ ^ yi<f>fd5F pHd^d 

01 01-2009 



7^ Tf^ 

"51^ ^ 1 



|U ^TTq:^/j3 : 13 ] 

New Delhi, the Mill June, 2012 


S. (). 2(I9K--In pursiuinee ef sub-regulation (6) olthe regulation 5 oflhe Bureau of Indian Standards (Ceniricaiion) 
Keuulaiions 19SS. ol the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particular oi which arc given below 
hat e been eaneelled w ith effect from the date indicated against each : 

saiKiHJii: 


SI. 

No. 

1 leenccs No. 
CM 1.- 

Name & .Address of the 
licensee 

Articlc/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
, C'anccllation 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 . 

62().5(MX 

1 lyderabad Chemical 
Products Hyderabad 

Pesticide pliorale gcncap.su la ted 

194)1-2009 


636‘X)78 

Manyam Aqua Pvt. 1 td.. Pet 
Bashcerabad 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

014)1-2009 

-> 

0714675 

Sai Cianga 1 (kxI & Beverages 
Kangarcddi 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

014)1-2009 




t No. CMD 13:131 

P. M. PAN rUl.lJ, Director Scientist ‘1 ’& Head 


14^, 2012 

^ 3K 2092.-- ^ (yHI^R) fsrfTO, 19XX ^ MTO {5 ) (6) ^ ^3’ 'HOdPJ OFf-J-. 

TOO i Pctdiwi ^ ^ nitlo ^ ^ ■'FTl ^ :— 



(4 ft TO 737^ 

73. J3TTTM,'b73 

fril^TO^am "4.3 ^ ^ 

<4T^73 ^ arrFfct ^ TRfOR 

r% ^3F7R ^ 

(I) (2) 

(M 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 6’"9I9(I,> 

3n.fR. 

f^vjid) ^ ■'37^ ^ ■*31^ 73^it^ 

^ PdPvife 

10 II 2(H)S 


|R 33tTn3^ ''13 : I'1 


r4<!^ l 4. ‘b;^’ TT??' 








ave 


1 

LieenoesNo. 

CM/I^ 

Naate & Address of the 
Useensee 

Article/Process with relevant Indian 
Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

1) 

(2) 

" (3) 

(4) 

(5) 


679490$ 

Engineering Pvt. Ltd, 
Hytkndbad 

Capacitores for electric fan motors 

10-11-2008 
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New Delhi, the 14tii June, 2012 

ion 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (CertiOcation) 
of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licences particular of which are givoi below 
the date indicated against each: 

SCHEDUU: 


|No. CMD/13:I3] 
P. M, PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 

^ ntcriV, 14 '^, 2012 

HSI. W. f^rfWT, 1988 (5) (6) ^ ^ 



qq 'UH q?TT 

en5#ET ^ aflRpfq qR?ftq 

qfi Iqfq 



HNef) q>T TiHqr 

l) (2) 

"(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

6321757 



16 12-2008 


% 



6644276 


^ ^ [ TTTfjfqsFT 

^ steirar] 

26-12-2008 

6808179 


Mlqltt) ("t^ 'Vi5^ ) f^'junl ch^cri 

01-12-20(^ 

6808381 


sr>TtiI^«hs wTeBf^ 41 

qm 1 1100 

01-12-2008 


[U : I3 l 


New Delhi, tiie 14th June, 2012 


s.0.2i^.—la 





SCHEDULE 


Lkeac^liO; 

of the 

Articlc/Process with relevant Indian 

Date of 

3. CM^ 


Standards covered by the licence 
cancelled/suspension 

Cancellation 

I (2) 

;0) 

(4) 

(5) 

6321757 

Si^Gla^a Aqua Products 
' (War 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

16-12-2008 

6644276 

AaidhilhBfiQeting, Macheria 

Packaged drinking water (other than 
packaged natural mineral water) 

26-12-2008 






















[t71iTii_:®o^3(ii)] ^TRcT^TTsm :23,2012/3n^ 1 , 1934 


( 1 ) 

( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

( 4 ) 

( 5 ) 

3. 

6808179 

Thermo Cables Limited 
Hyderabad 

PVC insulated (heavy duty) electric cables 

Part 1 for working voltages upto and 
including 1100 V 

01-12-2008 

4. 

6808381 

Thermo Cables Limited 
Hyderabad 

Crosslinked polythylene insulated PVC 
sheathed cables Part 1 for working 
voltage upto and including 1100 v 

01-12-2008 


[ No.CMD/]3;13| 
P. M. PANTULU, Director Scientist ‘F’ & Head 


nyicTO 

^1^.11^,2012 

3 IT. 2094.—cj^rtiPoa ^ 3lfWcT 

'jfH ^ 3RPfn ^ ^ ^ ^ )/'*Jp^/420 

^rnhsi 21 ■5pT^, 2012 ^ 4^4ti<,'3pjq^ 3?!^ V($4ld (wsr^) ^ ^rzrf ^'^''*tt i 

4i1d4) l d l-70000l ^ cFFlf^ ^ W3jSf Hn^^s (TR^ 3?^^), ^Inn Htun 1^5^-495006 

(tJTi)^*i<o) ^ 't'; 

3T^T:,3R, (3l#T3|h1^^ 1957 ( 1957^20) (1^ 

■ 3 ^ 3lfyfWT ^ W i) ^ ^ 4 ^ ^«?R1 ( I ) SRI Tlferf ^ 3T5?j;^ ctf^in ’JpT ^ 

^ ^ 3rT^ 3Tr?FT ^ ^ t; 

• 3 ^ 31^^ ^ 1 %rTO ^ 

(1) TH :3?T^ ^ ^ 3r5l=T ’jfR cR ^ 3Tf«R)l^ ^ 31T^ ^ 

(2) Ajftr •^‘ 1^ ^ ^ 3lteT t^' 3TftI^’ ^ SRT ^ ^ 

( 3) ^ Tji 3T^rf^<T^‘, ■QTT ^ 3T^ 3lfaRT ^ 3rf«R?T^‘ ^ inRT ^ 

3lk "3^ 3Tfitfw? ^ 13 ^ ■3R«1RT ( 7 ) '4' Rf^^d ’JpT ^ ^ 3RT oPi'Jt l*i;ll ^«?T d'l'^ ^ 

cT«TT 3R? ^OTcT ^ ^rmftraf ^ Wef ^ ^ sfR 3 rt ^ i 

^ ^ TR^ ■^‘ 3RIRH ^ tTRha WO^iT^ 3TteT^ ^ (7RR), 

4i1d^V<^ •f^c?m5^-495006 ^ ^ I 

^ ^TRT -qf^ RtRTR, «1^PI5< ^ 

1^—315^5^ 3lk 5!l?4)d 31^) 

i;^j^1i»d / 4lt^^ql Rt^/(%l^)/^/420 TTT^ 2l 2012] 

(■ 5 ^^ ^ 15) 


9hH TUP ^ "IlH 
R. 


M<ic||fi cTFPtR IRRT 

■3RT HRT ■^' 


2 345 

^gp 639 106 «)5 mi5< 

T!W^ 890 107 


6 7 8 



1247.962 



375.091 

m 



m T^li^GA/^:rr^: OI• INDIA: JUNH 23, 2W2/ASAnnA 2,1934 |I^\RI 11 Si-(.3Hi)| 


2 ■ 


4 

5' 

•6 

7 

■ \8->;' 


.. 

107 

miFFT^ 


(>0.210 

*Pi 

3rafmi 


107 

TTi^n^ 


431.847 



:W 

105 



643.500 

’Tin 


- M 

106 

TflKFTJt 


455.493 

m 



106 


VI? gw 

584.950 



= '■ ■■■hS7. ■ 

>29 



415.529 / ■ 




30 


3T^ 

51.201 

mm 



s9 

-4265.783 (^^m) m 

10540.75 ( emm) 



m : 


tisn ^ ^ T^' n 3TnTV7 t 3^T UTTI # Vipm: 

Bfoiftw ^ HTH, Tim ^ 3x1^ ^TPI, Tim 3Tcritm 3m^. 41 rTf^^H f>t?^ 

#»o ^-11^ *'Tsi'^ ^ fimrft t i - 

•a iiai Tim rnTT, urn im^T ^ m^i ^ urn TRrj? W7i q' 

^ um ^ Himr: firmfcdd ■^fmr, Tim tsutt ^ mTi. nm «fm, Tim 

^ ^Tfr ^ ^ f^mr^ ^ 1^ “>4” -qr fR^ 11 

^ f^mR ?lcfl 3Tiff«mj “^” Rt i i 



: :;y.;-,/ . 1 R. 43oi 5d: 

13'2012' m im. -11 


MINISrRYOK('0\l. 

0.^ . 'im, 3m7 


New Delhi.lhc ll(h.Iune.2012 



S.O. 2®94.—Wh<^as it appears lo the C'etural (iovernnicnt lhat C oal is likely lo be I'btained from llie lamlv 
mtioned tn ibc ^d^ieditl^ij^utcxcd hereto: 

And whert^ number SIX'I. USIV GM 0?| X}^ ! and 42() dated 21 si Janiuirv, 20} 2 edlH^inniii; 

tails of the df^^^l^lA^bcd in the said schedule may be inspected at the ollice of the C'olleetor/Aut^ipur and 
ahdol (Madhyal^r^c^l^ at the oHl^ of the ('oal Controller, X (’puncil I louse Street, Kolkaia-700001 i»r,aVi^*;Otj|lee 
the South ITaatem (iimn^ (Re\ c n ue Sec t ion), Sec^ai Rbad- lVilas (Ghhaiiisiturh): .«T ' > 

Now, therefore, iKfiCXCTcisc af the po\\ ers conferred by sub-section ( 1 ) of Section 4 of the Coal Hearing Areas 
cquisition at^ 13pvelof|in^t)l Act. 1957 (20 of 1957). (licreinaller referred to’ as the said Act), the C’eniral Cja\ emmetu 
reby givc,s ncrttce Of il^ iintieiition to prospect for coal from lands described in the said schedule: 

Any person intercatt^ in the land described in the said schedule may 

(i) object to die iH{t|pnsitton of the whole or any part of the land, or i>f an\ rights in or ov er such land: or 

(ii) claim an inicr^ in compensation if the land or any rights in or over Mich land: oi 
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j \\ . -T3az 3(«)1 ^ TI^ ;^23>2012/3tm2, 1934 


(iii) seek compensation for prospecting licences ceasing to have effect, rights under mining lease being acquired 
and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the land, collection from the land of cores or o&er mmcra 
samples and due analysis thereof and the preparation of any other relevant record or materials referred to m 

sub-sectian (7) of Section 13 of the said Act, 

to the Officer-In-Charge or Head of the Department (Revenue), South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Ro^, 
Bilaspur-495006 (Chhattisgarh) within a period of ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the 

Official (iazcttc. 

SCHEIXJL£ 

Batura Block West Extension, Sohagpur Area 
District-Anuppur and Shahdol (Madhya Pradesh) 

[plan bearing number SECL/ BSP/GM/(PLG)/Land/420 dated 2lst January, 2012] (Showing the land notified 


for prospecting) 


SI. 

No. 

Name of village 

Bandobast Patawari Tahsil 

Number Halka number 

District 

Area in 
hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Batura 

639 

106 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

1247.%2 

Part 

2 , 

Rampur 

890 

107 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

375.091 

Part 

3. 

Beliya 

722 

107 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

60.210 

Part 

4. 

Atariya 

09 

107 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

431.847 

full 

5. 

Khaim audh 

179 

105 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

643.500 

Part 

6 . 

Khairwana 

205 

106 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

455.493 

Part 

7. 

Bichhiya 

716 

106 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

584.950 

lull 

8 . 

Kodaili 

167 

29 

Anuppur 

Anuppur 

415.529 

Pan 

9. 

Khara 

184 

30 

Anuppur 

Anuppur 

51.201 

Part 

Total:—4265.783 hectares (approximately) or 10540.75 acres (approximately) 


W)UN1)ARY DESCRlFflON 

A-B I me starts from point ‘A on the common boundary of villages Chaka-Khamraudh and passes along partly 
common boundary of villages Khamraudh-Chaka, through middle part of village Khamraudh. northem part ol 
village Khairwana, along common boundary of villages Atari y a-Am lai, Atariya-Ciirwa and meets at point B 

IK' Line passes through western part of village Bchya, middle part ol'village Rampur and meets at point 'C" on the 
common boundary of villages Rampur-Khara. 

Cd> Line passes along partly common boundary of villages Kodaili-Kliara, through western part of village Khara. 
middle part of village Kodaili, southern part of village Batura and meets at point ‘D on the bank ol Son Rivet. 

1)-A 1 ine passes along partly eastern bank ol Son River and meets at starting point A . 

|l-,No.4.30lsi ()V2012-PRIW I| 


A. K. DAS , Under Secy 
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W.ap. 20^.—^ ■^TF TmtcT F^TT t 31 ^ a f ftiypd 

^Iri ^ ^ 3Rrfcf arr^ ^ ^ -ajft TRsqr i<h ( 4) )/i;fR/422 

24 20l24i^‘^W^ TlF^ 31^) ^ '*n dikdl fRRR), 1, FWTO 

-700001 ^ I^Pm^s (trr^ ^rpt) , 495006 

> FTRlf^ ^ t%in ^ Twm t; 

3m: 3W,^IpPR, F^NTFIT ^ (3mN 3^^T pq^um) 3lftlfFFTi, 1957 ( 1957 ^ 20) (t^ MV^l^ 

w srfvPRm FiFi nm t) ^ «nR 4 Frt (1) frt ikf ?f p 4 d^T fjt fff 313^ ' 4 ' Ff*m ^ ^ 

FFF 313^^ ^ ^ ^ oqf^- 

(i) TPJJ'f ^ ^ tFTRt mF ^ 3 t4f ft %ft ’jfF ^ FT FR FT ^ IFR^' 3TfFF?Td‘ ^ FfF 3?T8^ FR FI 

(ii) ^ 1«# %F ^ fIfFR Fn^^^'FTFTTFT^ fFR# 3TfFFF^' F7T FTFT FR ; FT > 

(iii) ^ ST^irfm^', mn F^‘^ 3TFtF 3Tf^ FTT^ FT 3TfFFRd'^ 1^ FfFFR FTm 

k FFF 3lfFfFFF F»t FPfR 13 FFFTTT ( 7 ) "4 Pifs'xi FJWf ^ TRTF'F FT 3RT IsIIH'jI FJJFif FFT FF®^ TRFF? FTI 

iTT 1^ 3T^ ^TTHF FT TTTFM ^ ^ Tfsrfim FFt FHpFd FT^ aflT 3T^ FTFT^ FftFF FR TT^ I 

ITT 3|fFq^ ^ TRFF FFjItm FTt FTTfe ^ # «ftFT, FTTTTTF^ 3TfFFF^ FT ^FFTFT«F^^T (TTFTTF), TTT5F ^TS=f 

P^F^a, FftFF ^HTTT^T- 495006 (wItTFF)F^ I 

F3TT FrfTF», ^ 

( FHI ) 

[^^ll^;T^^-FTTfTftF;^/FtTRTFl/5ft^(Fh5^)/^jfF/422 TTT^ 24 FRF^, 2012 I 


(^SiT^ ^ ^ 3TfFTJFFT »|pT F?# ^) 


iliBiiliiiHi 

[kiiA^ikiJ 

d55Tl)<rl 




F3TT 

101 

' TT^FTF^ 

VTg^lci 

396.349 

FIF 

FHR 

98 

ttIfpt^ 


60.230 

FTF 

3TFTFT 

: 107 

ttIfif^ 


62.000 

FTF 

FFTFT 

102 

TT^FTF^T 

?TF^ 

327.350 

TFJJF 


103 

ttIftf^ 

■?TF^ 

23.448 

' :.m ' 

%TFTFt 

102 

ttIftf^t 


26.631 

^;^'y ■ : 

jpRni 

F*R3f 

100 

TT^FR^T 

RF^ 

13a810 

FTF 

^irTFPdFl 

99 

TTtlTF^T 

RF^ 

100.000 

^ FIF 


t 

^ :— 1126.818 tF^T(mFFF) FT 2784.37 T^ (FWVF) 


I_ _g > 

m awH : 


TF ^ FTF F3Tr-^9PTfFFT ^ TiP^Rici TftFT “ft*' ^ 3T1T»T F^ t sfW FTF F3TT FtT^. TTTF FSIT ^ 

TTTFFFFT-lTRFTFt^TTM^TTtmWf^‘‘TF''^ 

F ^ TUF foTFinl ^ ^ FTF, "CTTF FFTFT-f?S<Hl'l1, FFTFT- fTT^ ^ FTFF: TTl^FfeTcT T^FT, FTF fTT^Tt ^ FP^RtI. FTF 
3mTFT FR ^ FTF 3TFTFT-FSR3I ^ TiPmPdd TT^FT “f” FT Mfcft f I 

F ^ FR FFFi^ ^ Ff^FFl FTF ^ ^ FTF FF^- F^dFpHF I ^ TlfHPdd TTIFT “f” FT 1f^ t I 























:^ 23,2012/3n^ 2, 1934 
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I 

[■9JT. 43015/4/2012- 11 

II. 3T^ 


New Delhi, the 11 th June, 2012 

S.O. 2095. —Whereas it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be Obtained from the lands 
mentioned in the Schedule annexed hereto; 

And whereas, the plan bearing number SECL/BSP/GM(PLG)/LAND/ 422 dated 24th February, 2012 containing 
details of the area of land described in the said schedule may be inspected at the office of the Collector, Shahdol (Madhya 
Pradesh) or at the office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata-700001 or at the office of the South Fastem 
Coalfields Limited (Revenue Section), Seepat Road, Bilaspur -495006 (Chhattisgarh); 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government 
hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal from lands described in the said schedule; 

Arty person interested in the land described in the said schedule may- 

(i) object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land, or of any rights in or over such land; or 

(ii) claim an interest in compensation if the land or any rights in or over such land; or 

(iii) seek compensation for prospecting licences ceasing to have effect, rights under mining lease being acquired, 
and deliver all maps, charts and other documents relating to the land, collection from the land ol cores or other 
mineral samples and due analysis thereof and the preparation ol any other relevant record or materials referred tt) 
in sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act, 

to the Officer-In-Charge or Head of the Department (Revenue), South Lastem Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, Bilaspur- 
495006 (Chhattishgarh) within a period of ninety days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official 
Gazette. 

saiEDUi: 

Palhara Block, Sohagpur Area 
DistriefShahdol (Madhya Pradesh) 

[Plan bearing number SHCL/BSP/GM(PI .G)/LAN D/422 dated 24th hebruary, 20121 


(Showing the land notified for prospecting) 


SI. 

No. 

Name of 
village 

Patawari 

Halka number 

I'ahsil 

District 

Area in hectares Remarks 

1. 

Pathara 

101 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

396.349 

Part 

2. 

Chatha 

98 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

60.230 

Part 

3. 

Amraha 

107 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

62.000 

Part 

4. 

Bhamraha 

102 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

327.350 

Full 

5. 

Siguri 

103 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

23.448 

Part 

6. 

Chhirpani 

KG 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

26.631 

Part 

7. 

Pathkhai 

1(X) 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

130.810 

Part 

8. 

Kcimaniya 

99 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

100.000 

Part 




Total:-1126.818 hectares (approximately) or 

2784.37 acres (approximately) 


Boundary Description: 

A-B I .ine starts from point ‘ A’ on the common boundary of villages Pathara-Relmaniya and passes through northern 
part of village Pathara. eastern part of village Chatha and meets at point ‘B’ on the common boundary of villages 
Chatha-Chhirpani. 


2081 Gl/12—10 
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Ling teastem part of village Chhirpani, along parUy common boundsny of villages Bbttmfalia- 

r hhtt|Mni, ^hi^ ^0a^Riguri\ southern part of village Siguri, eastern part of village Amraha and mceteat point *G' 
on die <^C|flipsoii lnMndary of villages Amraha-Pathkhai. 

T piHMuqrttrriM^ western part of village Pathkhai and meets at point ‘D’ on the common 


^A Tjngpa«wW f»V!«^ P*rtly common boundary of villages Kelmanfya-Pathara, western part of village K^n^iya 

and me^ at I^in^ ^ 

[F. No. 43015/4^^i2-j»RrW^ 11 

12 ^, 2012 ' , 

^ (3?^ 1957 (1957 2(1) (1^1^ 

t ^ «mT 4 ^ (1) ^ ^ TTsm, '*tpt-u, 3, (« ) 

irttef 26 31TO/2011 ^ ^ iTtstifsp w\. 3n. 2267,?iKhsr 26 3m«i„20i i ?ro 

^ ^ ^ Wl 770.57 (mW]) m 1904.07 ^ (WPT) 


3^, ^ W*JH ^ t, ^ ^ ^ ^ 7(ip| 

(iPTOFTt I 

3I3:,,a^;7#!!^ ^ ^ ^ 1957 ( 1957 ^ 20 ) ^ ^ 

1 ) sro iq, ^ si^ ^^^697.98 (mwi) 51 


1 } 6IM SfsnsHWWvtv-i'-i >^ 1 - 1 x 1 u?».7o x—iv-ix v^i 11 •/ -•» V^g7’ 

^ ^ arr^FT ^ . %, 

1 ; ^ gfepfg 3n^ ^ ^ iv/#5Pwo9aM/ 05 i 

l&ir^Sf ' Piyi dm^4d , (^Ktsi^ ^) ^ +Nid4 ^ M5PF, 1, cnidl^ 

^ ^ 4)|44)K1 rH^!fl+, C^Fl 1^^) TlTT^HhRt fdPl^, WI «M,'3IFC.3C^^ 

;^«2j->r,‘’l(|ii^20i30i ■zn ^ Wt ^ mi^i 

-825301 (W^) ^ ehl^lt'd^ '^'m 'gtPT 

lW<<f <itoHi ■^, ^ jM ■^n 1¥ra^, i, ^MpHd ^rarsa -^, ^s^^isBRB-Toeooi n 

* '” ' ii.'-'- ' ' ' 

fenm 2 ; "atW ^ 8 ^ ^ ^ t # Pn=T ^JTdT t : 

‘ 8 ( I) tim 7 ^ -aR-tiRi (l) ^ aroh ^ ^ t, ^ 

sn^ ^ #irPR ^ i|8^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ #Tif ^ ^ t^' a#R?Rf ^ ^ ^ 

^ TR^ 1 


(1) ^ ^ at*#^lili ant^ ^ ^smiTn % ^ ^ ^acw # 1^ 33 ^ ^4ih 

^fgar i ^ ^ "qi aPT ^qpR! ^ ^ ^eirf^ 1 

(2) «iro 8 ^ w-W #^ 31^ 3TTt^, TtejR MiPicbid 4)V IdRad ^ 1^ ^snttni ^ 

ait a|[^ ^w*4p^p(^.ph«i<Ht41 SKI ^ 3iq^< 4*11 3^ 3 iij^m 1 "ait ^hiA ^ 3^ 

a^ ait^ tetr^ t, a? ar at am 7 ait aa-am (1) ^ spfta aflfe^faa ^ 

4fat^ ^^f¥a^^ar^ar’ja -^‘ar- 3 ^ar^ aa^at ar 

PianW "S^ SRf^ a^ ^pfai^ ^ 3 Tfa^ Tif^ f^a=a fmt^ ^rranr ait 3 a^ 1 aPwa 4 ^ 1 

( 3 ) ^ am ■^aatejR axilla "aR ^rfaa famt "4 f^aa^ aa^n arnmi ataarr "4 ffa an aiai a?^ aa "^pi^i^ai, afa 

^ ai %?ft ^ ^ stfeR w 3tfaf^ ^ 3?«fta stfSia art ^ f r' 
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^ ^ 23,2012/3TTW 2 , 1934 

f^rxm 3 ; ^ pPt^, 1, 4> I 4Ri<H 4.1d<+MI-700001 ^ STfiTf™ ^ ^ 3 ^ 33#^ 

^ WT3I vfTTi-II , 7^ 3, (ii) ^nft7§ 9 1w^, 2006 y'^iHfin ^■. 371. 3629, 

qror ^ <NH4 WT-II , 7^ (3), 49^-^ (ii) ^ 371. 2307 18 37W, 2007 ^ 

fsfniT W «n, ^ ■?7^ ■gflf^l^T^ ^ ^ Plti'W t 1 

Tigpift MI^PiM «ciT<n t^-V 

$417Td'^ 

(^Tafspr 7FI7g2n--l^^d)^T7i/73Vl|;R/^<^^ IV /4)«fUi/09/^'4t/05l ,7TRte 20 2011) 


jr>^ arfferarr ; 
(^) TTSR^ «jfiT : 


^ u 

■^1^ ^ •1IH 

«7HT ■^‘ 

«7HT 


^^'Txrl 

TJ^ 

rd'J4'jfl 

^4ri4R 

1. 


32 

diUlO 

F^TR^rn 

7.29 

18.(X) 

W] 

2. 

4)'4|47 

33 


gdKl«IOI 

50.58 

124.99 

’TFT 

3. 


42 

c^UkI 

F^lRt^ 

12.82 

31.68 

’TFT 

4. 

'''' 

43 


6'311<)«<IM 

22.10 

54.61 

. ’TFT 

5. 

^77f^ 

44 

=^Uk1 

^dl<t<4MI 

20.23 

.5().(K) 

’TFT 

6. 


45 


^<«jlO«00 

6.07 

15.(K) 

’7FI 

7. 

fTTTRI 

46 

^tSRt 

$dl7)«irM 

57.43 

141.92 

’TFT 

8. 

M«b7t 

56 



208.46 

515.10 

’TFT 






384.98 

951.30 



(TS)-^ 37fiRjf%RT/^-3^fl|^jf%FT/^^ ) : 


5FR U 

FRI ilH 

«7T^ ■^' 

«7Fn 

Ricrii 










TT^ 


1. 


32 


$^K140I 

6.48 

16.(K) 

’TFT 

2. 


33) 


$^r1«40I 

20.11 

49.68 

■RFr 

3. 

«<R<Tiq^ 

42 


^dKl40l 

202.28 

499.83 

’TFT 

4. 

’Ji®(<i 

43 



6.92 

17,10 

•FFI 

5. 

^77f^ 

44 

c|;uk1 

g'JllO'TTO 

30.98 

76.57 

’TFT 

6. 


45 

dlUld 

?^5TTft^ 

20.23 

50.00 

■qF! 

7. 


46 


$'417l4IM 

21.48 

53.07 

’TTF 

8. 

M=h^ 

56 

<444)01 lot 

$^i(l4rn 

4.52 

11.17 

W] 






313.00 

773.42 
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^ TITO (WT^) =951.30 (m*nT) 

:: 313.00 ^^(^■‘ET) =73.42 T?siP^(TOm) 

Tisp^ ^ - s ; 697.98 (TT^T^) =1724.72 TT^ (H»n7n) 

raNtJNTOiiii^tirti^ 

nm ^ r 60 ^vfe3.64 65 ^ 67, 68 WT. 69 «im, 85, 86, 88 ^ 105, 106 m, 107 «?PI, 108, 10»,MO *1P?, 

111, 114 1?PT. 119 120 «TFT, 121 122, 123, 124 

Tim 4«5 'W^, 188, 189, 190 ^ 196, 198 211,213 ^ 239,240 «TFT, 241^ 254,255 mn, 448 *im, 450 W], 

451,452 #!, 453 454 m, 455 m^T, 456 ^ 467,468 471 *Tm, 472 *im, 473 ‘^ 483 ,.484 485 492, 

494 ^ 512,513 11^ $14, 515 519 520 521 «rnT, 522 ^ 526, 528 ^ 544, 546 624, 626 ^ 633,635 

1^ 639,641 3^681,^2 7^1,684 ^, 

Tim 5^ 20;'22;^ 49, 51 ^ 62, 1651 1652 '^ 1658, 1685, 1687 ^ 1693'. ' 

Tim TOI : 1,3 ^'97,98 Tim, 99 107, 108 109 mn, 113 ^ 129. 

Tim 44iri41 : 6 7im» 13 ^im, 14 ^ 22, 23 24 m^l, 25 "m, 26. 28 31,33, 

Tim HWI^8 ; 473 481 Wl, 482,483 484 nm, 485,486 HFI, 487 ’TFT. 488 ’TFT, 489,490 ’im, 491 ^,492 

’TFT, 493 ’rm, 494 495 ’Tm, 496 ’TFT, 497, 498 ’TFT, 499 ’TFT, 500, 501 ’TFT, 502 ^ 504. 

Timfror : 113>TI^i;i37 ’TFT, I4t ’TTF, 142, 145 ’TFT, 146 ’TFT, 147, 148 ’TFT, 149 ’Tm, 150 ’TFT. 151 ’Tm, 152 ’TF1, 
157 ’TFT, 158 I94> 196 239, 241,242, 243 ’TFT, 244, 246, 248 290, 292 ^ 295. 

Tim M<hO toil ^1432, 1442 1446, 1448 ^ 1718, 1741 ^ 1743, 1918 1933, 1935 ^ 1950,1952^ 2436. 

2438 T4 2463, 2^.2516, 2518. 

1. Tim #PT§ :. 62’’^;84’Tm, 87, 143 ’TFT, IV75 ’TFT. 

2. Tim 197‘Tim. 212,493,527, 545, 625,634, 640, 683 ’TFT. 

3. Tim I 21,50, 63 ’TFT, 232 ’Tm, 1643 Tim, 1686. / 

4. Tim‘TOl: 2,1-^ Tim. 

5. Tim 12 7|m, 27’Tm, 32, 34. 

6. Tim iwglf : 505 ’Tm. 

7. Tim 30 144 ’Tm, 195. 240, 245, 247, 291,296. 

8. Tim , 1447. 2464 

,4^ cTjH : 

trai ^ ^ 1: Fm ^ Tfrrt t ^ ^ am -ceTR tt^4.‘>4, 1.^5. 

. 454.4.53.432;.44*, 467,468,471,472,255,240, 188, 189, 185, 1,97, 199,200 ^ ’JTO] ^ 4i'4!4l TTm W 

^ HI ^ ftB| “HI ” ’Tm ^ H. 200 ^ '3^ m t "srl T'^ adr 
TTTsm 422 ,5i$ ^ Fm ^ 2 ’ ’ FT mrmT i I 

■^3: ”m^iTi^l^ Fm^f^mi^mt aftrw artr’^TF^ 505 

7Tfg ^ ' * % • VXR 3Tmr?T ^ 

trai H3 ^“U3 ” Hm ^ w fei^ ft fpqa ^ aftr ^ ftt am ftr mmi >05 . iv.t . 48 i . 48 v 
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484,4X5,486,487,488,490, 491,492, 493,494,495,496, 498,499, 501, ^ ^pITcft ^ ^“ 174” "97 

TT^TFcT Fim t I 

5. 7^ 1^4 ■^5 “■^4 ” ^ ^ t 13, 23, 12. 24, 25 ^ ’pTTcTt ^ 

Tfr^ ^ “T^5 ’' ■97 ■§■ I 

7. ^ 1^6 - V' - ^ “ ^6 ” <4^<1«4I 'm ^ 1^R1^ '97 f 3^ ^ 3?^ WH 27 ^ •^STTcft ^ ^ 

Trrg^f^“T^7”-q^-?TTTFq^t I 

8. '^1^7 778: t7^t^‘‘i^7’’^r7r^Tjf^^^TrO-'^f^R^'q7l^t 30. 

157, 159, 152, 151, 145 3i^ 146 7^ 3p^ fTTW'HT^ ^ 1%^ ‘ ‘-^8 ’ ’'97 TT^TTO I 

9. m\ 1^8 ^9:- ^73! 1%^‘‘i^8’’ fTTTHTTM^^t^r^TT^f^t 3fl7 ^ fTTTTTT ^ ^ 3717^^7^ 148, 

149, 150, 141, 137'^3pR7ftf^^^^f^“T^9”q7 7T7Tr7T^t I 

10. ^ ^9 ■qio: • 1%^“'^9” ■ferqr'qra^^l^RTt'qTf^ 137^7 137.113, 142,144.243 

^ TpTTcfl ^577t Tlf^ ^ 1%^ “"^10 "97 ^hiki f t 

11. TT^T^lO^ll: t^1^“^l0”l79Pn7TTTf9^^f9rqi^97t^'l 3fl7 9f^“1^9ft 3Tl7'^777^ 243 ^3pT7<fll# 
^ 7Ti^ ^ “-qi 1 ” -97 779T9T t I 

12. ^’^11 ^12: “17H ” fTTTqr 97f^ t 37t7 9r^--qf?^ 37R'WS7^ 243. 

247. 252, 253, 254,255, 256, 257, 258, 259, 286, 295, 296 ^ ^ ^ T[fg ^ “^12 ” tr 7T9T9! ^ t I 

13. 77^^12^13: t?9lf^“''^12”f7T77TT9R^9r^-'^%4T7 97f^ t 3ft7 9f79T5^9f^9n 1686 

77 ^ ^TTI 919 ^ f9^ “1^! 3 ” 97 779T9T ^tcft 'f I 

14. TTini I 3 ^14: t7^ “'^13” 9f79T^ 919 ^ 97 t 3717 37R 77^ 1693 379 

1692 77 ^5979t ^ ^ 919 ^ “ 1^14 ” 97 779T9T ^ t I 

15. ^ 914 ^15:- f9^ "914” 9f^ ^ ^ f^79Tt 97 f999 t 3fk 97t 379"^ 777s91 1692, 1691 , 

1690, 1689, 1688 9 ^97# ^ ^ 979 ^ "’^l 5 " 97 7T9T9Tt I 

!6. 7791915 9U): 77^19F9"915’’■9lt9T99f9'^9^f9)91^ 97f7^ 9 37k9r^'^ 3fr7''9lfe'7r^ 1686 9 3pR9t ^ ^ 

Tjf^ ^ “ 9;! 6 " 97 77999 ^ t I 

17. 7791 91 6 91^: 77snf^"916"9f79T99T9#9f^-9^f%9T7 97f^ t 3fr7 9f^ 9f?^ 99 379 ^993 777^1686 

37K 1685 77 TpiTcfl ^ ^ 919 ^ "-^l 7 " 97 779T9T t I 

18. ^917 918; ^f^"9l7"9f^9y^^9ry^-9^t97qT797l^t37h9r^9fl37l7W9W 1643'^997fft 

^ ^ 9f9 ^ " 9! 8 ’ ’ 97 779T9T ^ t I 

19. 7791918 910: 779Tf^"918’’9ft9I9 ^^9r^f999797f^t3k9f^9fr37kW7^ !643 7^9979t^ 
977^ 919 ^ f9^ "91 9 " 97 779197 K I 

20. 77919H) 920: 7797 "91 9 " 9f79T^ 979 ^ 19997 97 9 37^ T97 9fl 397 9f79T9 979 ^ 9473 79 s97 1643 

397 165 I 77 9^^7779 9 I ?77l 979 97 T9^ 920 97 779797 Ficil 9 I 

21. 77^920921: 77^ f9^ “920" 9f79T9 9f9 ^ 197917 97 fT^ t 3717 9f^-9f999 9II 3TR W3 777^ 232 77 

9979I ft ?77t 979 ^ 1^ " 92 r ’ 97 779T9T ^ t I 

22. 7791 92 I 922 : 7^ 1^ "92 1 " 9l^ 9l9 ^ 9%^-9l^ 1979T7 97 1^ "I 37l7 997-qf?99 9fr 3TR W 7^ (>3 
77 99791 ft ^ 9I9 ^ 19^ "922" 97 779797 ^ t I 

23. ^922 923: tl9T 1^ "922 " 91797^ 9l9 ^ 9r^-9l^ 19RT7 97 1^ t 397 9%9--9f^ 9l1 3717 9473 777^ 63 
9 9979 I ft ^ 9 I 9 ^ 1^ "923 ' ’ 97 779T97 ^ t I 
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|S%3 ” Tfl^ ^ ^ 1^ t 3lk ■^tR-MT^'^H ^ 3!k #®^T 65 ' 

%4 * * ^ ^1 ^ ^ M n? ^ H teit ^ t alh: 'nm ^ 

1:07, 98 ^ ^ 1^ “^5” '95 w^i'^ t J ^ : ^ 

*%5 ’' Ttm -^m ^ m i 3^5 ^ ^ # 

p’^6'' TIFT C6^ l ^< ^ t^FTI^ ^ t 3ft5'^-MrV4*I ^ 3 t|5 '4^ 

^ " Tim ^ ^ f srk ^ 

#W 4W,:!i%, 513, 515, 484 ^ ^ I# “^8 ” ^ 5T*^P5 I .';” 

” TIFT ^ “95 t5*m t 3fk ^rR-qf?^ 9»t 31^ 

60, 124,'^, i19, 105, 106, 107, 114, 110, 143 ^ IjaiRfl ^ Wl 919 1^’*'^9’’ 95 1 

^ ’’ 919 ^ ^-9^99 95 t 3ll5 ■JrR -qf^ ^ 3fR 

TETSOr 4R4,4^1;if ^ 919 ^ "■^* ■ 95 5?ste ^ t ! 

^5ft :- ' TIFT 99fft 9591^ ^ ^rlft -9f?95ftl5F9lt "95 f 3^5 ^ 9ft 5^ 

1950 , I933#i^^-^ ^ 919 ^ “^1 ”95 5FTF9 ^ t 

tai^i Tft2!:/^ S:^*^l" TIFT 4oh<i 959T^t? ^ '3Tlft-:9f?99t f+'IlT 95 fr^TcT ^ 3^ 919 9ft 395 

i, |0184'395?ftlf ^9r9^f^*‘^ 2 ”'95 5FTF9?^i I 

5ft 2 ” TIFT 99rft 959T^ ^ '39^-9^99 %915 951^ f 3^5 3# 919 ^ 9ft 3ft5- 

|^<^I020 -ft 195# ^^919# ^ - ^ 3 ’' 95 5FTT9T Ft# t I , - . - .. ..-. ' ., 

3 ” TIFT 99# 959T#F # 99ft-'!#9*T t#9T^ '95 ^ 

”# 4” 95 5FTF9 ## t 1 - 

4 ” 919 99# 959r#F # '35#4:#9H f#9T5 95t 3|i5 ^ 9T9 # sftt 

'9=92 5f®»’ 1^;;■ 1022. 1937 9 ^ f# 919 # 1^ ' ‘# 5 ” 95 5T9F9 ## t 1 ' ':• j. , 5> 

• ■• i ,. .-o.^ ' '. • ■ ••;:•• -• r ..•'. 

#31 #5. %r l^lilfei^ *"# 5 ’ ’ TIFT 99# 959T#F # 'Ff^ f#9T5 95 t ^ 15# 9T9 # -S^ff #.^T 9# 
5Fs4I 1957i F^30i'‘ll8^,'“l943, 1944. 1945 , 1946, 1947, 1948,1949 9 ‘J'^if ^ 1^”# 6’’95 51^9,Ip 

#1 .' /■•-' ■ ^■.; '4//' ■ 

tor #6 ‘:‘‘^ 6 ” TTTF 99# 9591#? # .'?t# '95 f5ST9 

5T5®qi 1940';’ "^rft 9# # ‘' # 7 ” 95 5#RM 19# ? I 


T5#2 5lW! 


#31^3 4ftl 


5T^ 1920, 
#31 #4 ^5? 



^#7 Jftxf 7”TIFT99#9591#?#F5#v9fTO f#9T5 95l^t 

^ 5?^4 ^'JlUm, 1963, 1962 # ^fpf5# |5ft -^9 # *‘ # 8 ” 95 5T9T9I ## t I ; ^ \ ’ - ■ 


TTOWf' 



*' T# S ” TIT9 99# 9591#? # Ft# 9f?99 ^fTTR 95 15*19 t 3^ ?# 9# ^ 
tiV.I9(vI , 1952 ■ft I95#lf ?5ft'919 # ^^ ”# 9 ” 95 5T9TO ## f I . 


0 . 


tm #9 #10*' 9 ’ ’.TIFT 99# 959T#? # Ft# -91^ f9RT5'95 t 3^5 ?5ft 9# 4ftfWT^9ft 395 

Jim }^2V^i^ft F# fTf9 # f9^ ”# 10” 95 5FTT9T ■## t I 

#3T # Wl i 10 ’ftFr 99# 959 1 # ?# Ft# 9^99 I^FTTt 95 f#T9 f sfft ?5ft 9T9 # ^0Wt- ff "^ft 395 


^ 5fe?l? 11^^^ , 4741,2125 ft TpI5# if ?# '9i9#f^”9t 11 ” 95 5FTT9T## t I 


1. 
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12. "^331 '^11 ■-■^12:-- ^331 11** 31TR M^tjO '33315^ ^ drlO hH^'cih n+iHl^ fP3cl't' 3?^ ^ 3 t 1<1 "'jp 3ft 

3ft3 TOn 2125, 2127, 2130, 1718, 1154^ ^ ^ 12” 33 ^hiki ^ K I 

13. t33l ‘^12 ^13:- '^33112” T1T3 3373t 3 tiO f^THTt 33.13^ ■!■ ^flT 13Tt 31^ 3P 3)t 333 '-HR 33^ 

1154, 1137, 1136, 1134, 1133, 1132 ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 13 ” 33 3T3T3T I 

14. 13”Tfm33r3t^f3^I^^TOf^33f^t 3ft3>3Tt 313^^!^ 333 W 

333^ 1132, 1128 'JTOt ^ ^ 31^ ^ 14” 33 30331 t i 

15. ^^14-^15:-tlsTTl^”^ 14 ” 313 33r^ ^1331^ ^ f^FTlt 33 t 3ft3 ^ 3t^ ^ 3%^-l^'3ft 3TR 

3fSm 1128, 1041 ^ |i'43dl ^ 31^ 15” 33 3T3T31 t I 

16. ^^15- -^16;-15”Trr33^TOl^^TJ^f%3T3 33fTOt 333 ^ ^ ^ ^ 333 ^ 

3133^ 1041 ^ ^ 3f3^f^‘‘^ !6”33 3T3T31'?^ t i 

17. t331'^16 ■^17:- ^3331^”^ 16” 303 33^3t'33^1^ ^ f3FTT3 33 t 333 ^ ^ ^ 3ft 333 W3 

33^ 1041, 1432 ■^pl3<ft Wt 3f^ 17 ” 33 33333f I 

18. t33T^17 --^18:- 17”3T3 3^333T^^’^f^33l^f ^3faF ^3f83^ ^ 3ft 333 W33W 

1432, 1449 ^'5TOt'^^3f^^1^”'^ 18 ” 33 333T3T Ftcft t i 

19. ^311 "^l 8 "^lO: - ^3311^0^ 18” 313 M'tid «<3qisl6 33 l3S3cT "t 3ft3 "^^it 33^ 4F ^^3^ 3t?^ 3ft .i3R 

3^33 333931 1449 ^ 3pl33Tt ^ 3^ ^ 19 ” 33 333T31 ?tcft f I 

20. t^^l9 ^20:-t33Tf^”^ 19” 303 3^ ^3^1^^ 33 t 3^ ^ 3^ ^ 3Wt-3f^ 3ft 

3313 333931 1449 tpI33Tt "?3ft 313 20” 33 33333 ^tclt "t I 

21. ^^20 ■^21 :- "tiai^”^ 20”TIT3-351T3tTO1^^3%^ felt 33 t 3ft3 Wt 33£1 ^ 3fV33 3ft 

3tt3 ■'332 33^ 1449 ■^pl33lt Wt '31^ ^ 1%^ 21 ” "33 333131 ?t3lt "I I 

22. t^^2l '‘^22:~ 21 ” "Iim 3333t 3331^ ^ 3Wt -''j4 33 t 3tt3 ^ 333 ^ 3f?33 3ft 

#3 3TT2 3T^ 1449 ^5TOt'if ^ 3f3 ^ 22” 33 333131 ^tot t I 

23. ^^22 ^23:-'t33lf^”^22”Tn3 3373t333T^^3Wt- |^f^33f^t 3^t3I33t3R^3f^3ft 33R W 

■^Hsm ] 449 ijvjl3d1 |f '?33t 3f3 ^ ‘ ‘ 23 ” 33 333131 "^ttlt % I 

24. tlsn ^23 ^24: 23 ” 313 33r3t 3331^ ^ t3Rl^ 33 t 3ft3 ^ 313 ^ 3fw 3ft 33R 

3^ 333s41 ! 449, 2464ipl33t if ^3t 313 ^ ‘' ■^ 24 ” 33 333T31 pldt't' I 

25. ^^24 ^25: 24 ” 3 m 333t 3331^ ^ 33 t 3ft3 ^ 31^ 35 Trlft 3ft m 

332 3fS31 2464 I'STT# ■?3t 313 ^ 25 ” 33 3T3T3T ^tclt t I 

26. ^■5it25 -'^26:- 25 ”,313 33r3t 3331^ ^ 3Wt |4131313 331^ t ^lll |3Tt 3f3 ^ T33t- 3f^ 3ft 

3it3 31^ 2464, 2438, 2436, 2379 133clt if ^ "Om ^ 26” 33 3T3131 t I 

27. ^^26 ^27:--26”313 3313t333r^^3Wtt3131^33f^'l 3Tt3^3f3^3f^ 3f?33 3ft 333 

33931 2379, 2375, 2468 ^ |33clt |f ^ Tyf^ 27” 33 3T3T31 Ftot "I I 

28. ^^27 ^28:* ■t3srif^ ”^ 27”313 33J3t333T^^3fen0f^33f^t 3^t3^3f3^3f^3ft 3tt3 W 

30901 2468, 2374, 2363 "O ^TOt |f ^ 3f^ 28” 33 313131 'gflclt ^ I 

29. ^ ^28 •■^29;- ^ 28 ” 313 3313t 3331^ ^ ^Wt felt 33 ffe 3ft3 ^ 310 ^ TOlt offe oft 313 

3?lfe 31^ 2363,2362 ijTOt |f ^ 310 ^ 29” 33 313131 ^tot t I 

30. tl31^29 ^30:- 29 ” 313 3313t 0301^felt 33 fel t 3ft3 T3t 3f0 ^ 33ft 3fe3 oft 333 

W 30901 2362, 2361,2359. 2358, 2325, 2324 ^ |TOt |f 13ft 310 ^ 30” 33 313131 ^ t I 
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^ 30 ” Tim ^ ^ t afk "nm ^ ^ 

2274, 2273 31 I 

1. ^ ^31 -#32:'Vla^|ip5 “•#' 3 T' Jim 'q^ ^tr t ^ -nf^ ^ ^ ^ 

3Tk 22742274 ^ ^ ^ ^ 32 ” 'RT WRT ^ t I 

1. ^2 -‘#'32:^ 32 ” Hm ijfw 1^7^ IT t ^ ^ 

^ atik 2|i^/2270. 2269 ^ ^ ^ 33 ” ■qr TFIT^ ^ t I 

1. ^3-# 33 '* TIFT "a^-qf^ qT t afftr ^ ^ ^Ttft ^ ^ 

3jk ^ 22«», 2268 ^ 3prT# ^ ^ qM ^ ^ 34' ’ qr TFTTqi ^ i I 

>. ^ ^34-#JS?"- %i|^ 34 " qrq qqr^ qr^r^ ^ qfTqq r=hHi^ qr t aflr ^ qfq ^ ■^nft- qf?^ 

^ 37tT^^ilBll 4^» 2251,2230 ^ipTTcft if 35 ” qr TTFIRT ^ t I 

i. ^ ^35 Tft56:-: 35 " TIFT qqrfl 4Tc||4l^^qWt- qf^ fqRTt q^ f 3^ ^ qfq ^ ^ q^^ 

qrt 3#f qsife 2^; 1718, 2216, 2033, 2032, 2028, 2029 I^Tlft if fTlt qfq ^ f^ 36 ’ ’ qT TTRiqT t 1 

I t@n ^36 37:-36 " TIFT qqr^ wmit^ ^ qtrqq fert qr t ^ qfq ^ qrt 

2029, :|&25, 2023, 2022, 2021, 2020I^Tcft if ^ qfq ^ 37 ” qr TTqm ^ t I 

5. ■^qfts?- #38:-^^#^^ 37 ” TIFT qqJTt qr^T^ ^ qWl- qt^ fqr# qr t aftr ^ qtq ^ ^3TR^ qt^ 

qrt 3^ ^TlBI«.2^, 2019, 1950 ^ I^Tcft if ^ qfq 38 " FT TTFIRT ^ t I 

38 TIFT 5(<c(i'sl6 ^ qf^Fql qf^qq f^qr^ qr 1 t®t?i ^ sftr ^rrt qfq qqfl *^4 cfn 
a?k#B4f l^ ^ TfTt qfq ^ 1^ ‘ ‘ qt 39 ’ * qr TT^ 

). ^ 4ft39^#r> 39 ” TIFT qqrit qrqr^ ^ qf?q# fqRiT qr t 3 tr ^ qi^ ^ qtrft qf^ m 

T^ 19^ ^ qfq ^ ” qr TTFiRT f I 

vC -' [ qq. TT.'43015/2/20 11 ^aTRa??^*^ 1 j 

. q. qra, arqr TTf^ 

New Delhi, the 12th June, 2012 

S.O. 2Mb—«^«|iMby the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.0.2267, 
ited 26th sub-Section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas, (Acquisition and Development) 

ct, 1957 (20 of )9$7y^(liiRiaftcrrcfctTcd to as the said Act) and published in the Gazeite of India. Part-ll. Section - 3. sub- 
iction (it), dated 27tlt Alilpl^t, 2011, the Central Government gave notice of its intention to prospect the coal in 770,57 
;ctares (t^iO3iUf9iii9^)^t^^*07 acres (approximately) of the land in the locality specified in the schedule annealed to 
is notificalioti: . ,. ' 

And, wher^ tbeCfS^iiral Government is satisfied that coal is obtainable in a part of the said lands described m the 

hedule appoiclbd 10 

Now, tfioreii^ ^^erbise of the powers conferred by sub-.scction (1) of Section 7 ol' the Coal Bearing 
I r'l i( 3 1 i|iii!litinh il TtOifUj^lIlp iit) ^ i l 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government hereby gives the notice of its intention 
acquire die toadhectares (approximately) or 1724.72 acres (approximately) in all rights in the schedule 
>pended hereto. ~ >- v 

ate 1: llic pfan h oiei^pen fecr NTPC/C M/S I:C IV /CBA/09/PB/051 dated the 20th December, 2011 of the area eo\ cred 
by tlnstioli^li^liiay be inspected at the office of the Deputy Commissioner. Hazaribag (Jharkhand State) or 
at tlnfbflScri^ll^^iMlControllcr, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata - 700001 oral the office ofthe IXiM (Mm.) 
PakriliafwgSiteiil^ Project, NI'PC Limited, Uijwal Complex, l^^gmil Road. Hazaribag -825301 (Jharfehand) 
or at the ED (Fuel Security) , NTPC Limited, Rooni-123,lst fioor, R&D Building, Sccior-24. 

Noida‘^lS03c^^^c office of the Chief General Manager (l-xploration Division), Central Mine Planning & 
IXsignltisfi^li|ds^J|^^^ Place, Ranke Road, Ranchi( Jharkhand) or at office ofthe Coal (ontroller. l/Counsil 
Ilou^ Sir^^ife fllife iS ftj ^TOOOO 1 or at the office District Collector & Magistrate, District -1 la/,aribag. Jharkhand. 
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Note 2: Atiention is hereby invited to the provision of Section 8 of the said Act which provides as follows: 

Objection to acquisition: 

'‘8( 1 )Any person interested in any land in respect of which a notification under section 7(1) has been issued may, within 
thirty days of the issue of the notification, object to the acquisition of the whole or any part of the land or of any rights in 
or over such land. 

Kxplanatioii:- 

(1) It shall not be an objection within the meaning of the section for any person to say that he himself desires to undertake 
mining operation in the land for the production of the coal and those operations should not be undertaken by the Central 
(iovemment or by any other person. 

(2) i;vcry objection under sub-section (1) shall be made to the Competent Authority in writing and the Competent 
■Authority shall give the objector an opportunity of being heard either in person or by a legal practitioner and shall, after 
hearing all sucli objections and after making such further enquiry, if any, as he thinks necessary, either makes a report in 
respect of the land which has been notified under sub-section (1) of Section 7 or of rights in or over such land, or make 
dilTcrent reports in respect of dilTcrent parcels of such lands or of rights in or over such land, to the Central (lovcrnment, 
containing his recommendations on the objections together with the record of proceedings held by him for the decision 
of the (jovernnienl. 

(3) I or the pun^ose of this section, a person shall be deemed to be interested in land who would be entitled to claim an 
interest in compensation if the land or any rights in or over such land were acquired under this Act." 

N'ole 3; I he Coal ( ontroller,I,Council House Street, Kolkata-7000()1, has been appointed by the Central (iovemment as the 
C ompeteiit Authority under the Section 3 of the said Act vide notification number S.O. 3629, published iti part-11 
Section{3). sub-section (ii) of the Cia/ette of India dated 9th September. 2006, which was subsequently amended vide 
number SO. 2307, published in part-II Section(3),sub-section(ii) oflheCia/ette of India dated I St h August. 2007 

SCIIKDIILK, 

Pakn Harwadih C'oal Mining Block Phase- V 
North KaranpiiraC'oalfietds 
District- llazaribagh, Jharkhand 

(plan bearing number N I PC/C'M/SI X’ IV .'C’BA/09/PB/()51, dated the 20lh December. 2011) 

All Rights: 


(AJRKVKNCKI.ANI): 







SI, 

I liana 




Area 



No. 

Village number 


riuma 

District 

(approximately) 

ICCl ii 1 

acre 

Kcmark 

I 

Bel til 

32 

Ke redan 

1 la/aribagh 

7.29 

ISiOO 

I’.in 

■> 

Kandabcr 

33 

Kcivdan 

lla/aribagh 

.^()..‘SS 

124.99 

i’.iri 

3 

Barialu 

42 

Keredan 

1 la/aribagli 

I.2.S2 

1 i oS 

Part 

4 

Jabra 

43 

Kciedari 

1 la/anbagh 

2.2.10 

> \ ol 

l*arl 

s 

Basana 

41 

Keredan 

Ila/arihagli 

20.23 

.so 0(1 

Pan 

f) 

Nawatlih 

4.^ 

Keredan 

i la/anbagh 

6,07 

is Or 

l‘an 


Simui 

4() 

Keredan 

1 la./arihagli 

S7,43 

I4i - ' 

I’ait 

s 

I’akt 1 BaruiKlih 

V) 

Barkagaoii 

I la/ariba^'.li 

20H.46 

.S)S 10 

Part 




lotiil (approximately) 

3«4.9« 
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(B) FOREST LAND (Notified / Un-Notified / Jungle - Jhadi) 


SI. 

No. 

Village 

Thana 

number 

Thana 

District 

Area 

(approximately) 

hectare 

acre 

Rcmaik 

1 

*Bcllu 

32 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

6.48 

16.00 

Part 

2 

Kandabcr 

33 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

20.11 

49.68 

Pan 

3 

Bariatu 

42 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

202.28 

499.83 

Part 

4 

Jabra 

43 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

6.92 

17.10 

Pan 

5 

Basaria 

44 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

30.98 

76.57 

Pan 

6 

Nawadih 

45 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

20.23 

50.00 

Pan 

7 

Simla 

46 

Keredari 

Hazaribagh 

.21.48 

53.07 

Part 

8 

Pakri Barwadih 

56 

Barkagaon 

Hazaribagh 

4.52 

11.17 

Pan 




Total (approximately) 

313.00 

773.42 



SUMMARY: 

(A) TOd'AI; REVENUE IJ^ND: 384.98 hectares (approximately) or951.30 acres (approximately) 

(B) TOl'AI. I'OREST LAND: 313.00 hectares (approximately) or 773.42 acres (approximately) 

GRAND 'I'O'rAL (A + B) : 697.98 hectares (approximately) or 1724.72 acres (approximately) 

LISTOFREVKNUE PIXYTS TO BK ACQUIRED: 

1. VillagcBcltu:-60P,63,64P,65to67.68P,69P,85,86,88tol05.106P, 107P, 108,109, HOP. Ill J14P, 119P, 

1201M 2 IP, 122,123,124P. 

2. Village Kandabcr-lSSP, 188,189,190 to 196,198 to 211,213 to 239,240P, 241 to254,255P,448P,450P,451,452P,453P, 
454P, 455P, 456 to 467,468P, 471P, 472P, 473 to 483,484P, 485 to 492,494 to 512,513P, 514,515P, 519i\ 520P, 521P, 522 
to 526.528 to 544,546 to 624,626 to 633.635 to 639,641 to 681,682P. 684P. 

3. Village Barialu :-5 to20,22to49, 51 to 62, 1651P, 1652to 1658,1685, 1687 to 1693. 

4. Village Jabra:- 1,3 to97,98P,99 to 107.108P, 109P. 113 to 129, 

5. VillageBasaria:-6P,13P, 14io22,23P.24P.25P,26,28to31.33. 

6. Village Nawadih :-473P,481 P. 482,483 P. 484P. 485,486P.487P.488I>. 489,49()P, 491P. 492P. 493 P. 494P. 495P,496P.497. 
498P, 499P, 500,501P, 502 to 504. 

7. VillageSirma :- 113P, 137P, 141P. 142, 145P. 146P, 147,148P. 149P. 150P. 15IP. I52P, 157P. 158io 194. 196to239.241. 
242.243P, 244,246,248 to 290,292 to 295. 

8. Village Pakri Barwadih1041 to 1432,1442 to 1446,1448 to 1718,1741 to 1743, 1918 to 1933,193.S to 1950.1952 to 2436. 
243810 2463,2499,2516,2518. 

LIST OF FOREST PLafS TO BE ACQUIRED: 

1. Village BeUu:-62P,84P, 87,143P. 1975P. 

2. Village Kandabcr:-197P, 212,493.527.545,625.634,640,683P., 

3. Village Bariatu: - 1 to 4,21.50,63 P, 232P. 1643 P. 1686. 

4. Vinagc.labra:- 2.1.30P. 

5. Village Basana:M2P,27P ,32,34. 

6. Village Nawadih : - 422P, 505P. 
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7. VillagcSinTia;-30P,144P. 195,240,245,247,291,2%. 

8 , Village Pakri Barwadih:-1447.2464 

Boundary Description of the area to be notified: 

Boundary Description for “Part -A” 

(1) LincA-Al: 'I he li»c starts at point ‘A’ located on North-West corner in plot no. 454 of village Kandabcr which 

moves towards North-East comer of the village Kandaber passing through plot numbers 454,455. 454. 
453,452.448,450,467.468,471,472,255,240,188, 189,185,197,199,200 and ends at point'A 1' ofthc 
village Kandaber, 

{2)l.incAl-A2; Ihe line starts at point ‘AT located on North corner at plot no. 200ofvillagc Kandaber which moves 
towards North-East of the village Nawadih passing through plot numbers 422 and 505 and ends at 
point 'A2’ ofthe village Nawadih. 

(3) I me A2-A3: The line starts at point 'A2’ located on North corner ol village Nawadih which moves towards North 

Ea.st ofthc village Nawadih passing through plot number 505 and ends at point ‘A3’ofthe village 
Nawadih. 

.'he line starts at point ■A3’ located on North comer of village Nawadih which moves towards North- 
East ofthc village Nawadih passing through plot numbers 505,473.481,483,484.4KV 486.487,488. 
490.491.492,493,494.495.496,498,499,501 and ends at point ■A4' ofthc village Nawadih. 

. he line starts at point ‘A4' located on Norlh-liast comer of village Nawadih winch moves towards 

l-ast ofthc village Basaria passing through plot numbers 13.23. 12. 24, 25 and ends at point’A.^ ol the 
v illage Basana. 

The line starts at point 'A5 ’ located on North corner of village Basana which moves towards North 
1 :ast of the village Basaria passing through plot numbers 27, 6 and 27 and ends at point ‘A6 o( ihe 
village Basaria. 

flic line starts at point “ A6' located on North corner ot village Basaria passing towards Noitli-l asi ol 
die \ illage Basaria passing through plot number 27 and ends at point ol the village Basana, 

I hc line starts at point ‘A7' located on North-E:ast comer of village Basaria which moves towards 
North-i-ast ofthc village Sinna pa.ssing through plot numbers 30, 157, 159. 152, 1 .s 1. 145 and 1 lo and 
ends at point ^AS' ofthc village Sinna, 

file line starts at pennt' A8’ located on North comer id'village Sinna which moves towards North-West 
ofthc vdlage Sinna passing through plot numbers 148. 149, 150, 141.137 and ends at point‘A9 o! the 
\ illage Sinna, 

Ihe line starts at pmnt ‘ A9‘ located on North corner of village Sinna winch moves towards luist (d’lhe 
village Sinna passing through plot numbers 137. 113, 142. 144. 243 and ends at point A10 ol the 
village Sinna, 

I he hue Starts at point 'A 10' located on North corner of village Sinna which moves towards .South 
East <d the \ illage Sinna passing through plot number 243 and ends at point ‘.Ml ol the village Sinna 

Ihe hue siarts at point ‘Air located on South-East corner of village Sinna which moves towaixls 
South-West id'the village Sinna passing through plot numbers 243, 247, 252. 253. 254, 255. 256.257. 
258. 259. 286. 295. 296 and ends at point 'Al2'ofihe village Sinna. 

I he line starts at point - AH' located on South-East comer of village Sinna which moves towards 
South (.fihe village Bariatu passing through plot number 1686 and ends at point 'A 13 ol the village 

Bariatu 

1 he line starts at point ■A13’ located on North-Eaist corner of village Bariatu which moves towards 
South-East of the v illage Bariatu passing through plot numbers 1693 and 1692 and ends ai point 
■ \l4’(d'ihe v illage Bariatu 

I uic Al 1-A15: Ihe line starts at point ‘Aid’ located on North-E.asi corner of village Bariatu winch moves towards 
South of the village Bariatu passing through plot numbers 1692, 1691, 1690. 1689. 1688 and ends at 
point A 15 ol the village Bariatu. 


(4) l ine A3 -A4: I 


(5) EineA4- A5: ! 


(6) Eine.A5 -,A6; 


C^lEmc Ab A7: 


(8)1 ineA7 A8: 


(0)1 ineA8 A9 


(10)1 ineA9-Al(): 


(111! iiieAlO All 


12 ) 1 me \l 1 \l 


(I 3)1 me M2 A13 


(14)1 me A13 \t 4 
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6) LineAIS-A16:T1ielifK8tart8 at point ‘A 15' located on East comer of village Bariatu which mo\cs towards South ol' 

the vilb^ Bariatu passing through plot number 1686 and ends at point ‘A16’orihc village Bariatu. 

7) LineA16-A17:The line starts at point ‘AI6’ located on South-East comer of village Bariatu which moves towards 

South-West of the village Bariatu passing through plot numbers 1686 and 1685 and ends at point 'A 17' 
of the vdlage Bariatu. 

18) UneA17-A18: The line starts at point ‘A 17’ located on South-Iiast comer of village Bariatu which moves towards 

South of &e village Bariatu passing through plot number 1643 and ends at point' A 18’of the village 

Bariatu 

19) LineA18-AI9; Ihe line starts at point ‘A 18’ located on South comer of village Bariatu which nu>\ cs towards West of 

the vithige Bariatu passing through plot number 1643 and ends at point ‘A 19' of the village Bariatu. 

10) IinBA19-A20: The line starts at point ‘A 19’ located on South comer of village Bariatu which moves towards North of 
village Bariatu passing through plot numbers 1643 and 1651 and ends at point ‘A 20'of village Bariatu 

11 )lJneA20'A21: The Ime Marts at point ‘A 20’ located on South comer of village Bariatu which moves towards South- 
West of the village Bariatu passing through plot number 232 and ends at point *A2r of the village 

Bariatu. 

12) UneA2l-A22; The line starts at point ‘A2r located on South-West corner of village Bariatu which moves towards 

North-West passing through plot number 63 and ends at point ‘A22’ of the village Bariatu, 

13) LineA22-A23: The luie starts at point ‘A22’ located on South-West corner of village Bariatu which moves towards 

South-West of the village Bariatu passing through plot number 63 and ends at point 'A23’of the.village 

Bariatu. 

14) LineA23-A24: The line starts at point ‘A23’ located on South-West comer of village Bariatu which moves towards . 

NorUi-West of the village Bariatu passing through number 63 and ends at point ‘A24*of the village 

BaitMu. 

15) lineA24-A25: The line starts at point 'A24’ starting at the West side of village Bariatu and passing in South-West 

direction through village Jabra passing through plot numbers 130, 113, 109, 108. 107. 98 and ends at 
point 'A25’ of village Bariatu, 

16) LinBA2S-A26: The line starts at point ‘A25' located on South-West comer of village Jabra which moves towards 

South-West of village Kandabcr passing through plot numbers 682.683,684 and ends at point ‘A26'of 

village Kandabcr. 

17) LineA26'A27: ITie line starts at point ‘ A26’ located on South comer of village Kandaber which moves towards North- 

West of the village Beltu passing through plot numbers 60, 1975, 62, 63,64, 68,69 and 60 and ends at 
point ‘A27*of the village Beltu. 

18) Line A27-A28: 1'he line starts at point ‘A27’ located on North-West comer of village Beltu which moves towards 

North-West of the village Kandabcr passing through plot numbers 484,519,520.521.513,515,484 and 
ends at point * A28'of the village Kandabcr 

19) LineA28-A29: 'Fhe line starts at point ‘ A28’ Ipcatcd on West comer of village Kandabcr which moves towards North- 

West of the village Beltu passing through plot numbers 60,124,84,121,120,119.105.106.107,114,110. 
143 and ends at point ‘ A29’of the village Beltu. 

10) LmeA29-A: The line starts at point ‘A29’ located on North-West comer of village Beltu which moves towafd.s 
Nort^Wrat of the village Kandaber passing through plot numbers 484,454,456 and ends at point * A'of 
the village Kandaber. 

oundary Description for ^Part -B” 

) Line B-B 1: 'ITic line starts at point "B’ located on North-West of village Fakri Barwadih which moves towards l!asi 
comer of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1950,1933 and ends at point iir of 
the village Pakri Barwadih. 

0LineBl-B2: The line Starts at point ‘Bl’ located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards Nprth-Iiast of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 193.1. 1923.1918 and 
ends at point‘B2’of the village Pakri Barwadih. 










[^II- 7g^3(ii)! 


(3)I,ineB2-H3: 


(4) Line B3-H4: 


(5)LineB4-B5: 


(6)LincB5-H6: 


23,2()12/3Tm 2, 1934 

I'hc line starts at point 'B2' located on North-West comer of village Pakn Barwadih which moves 
towards South-liast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 191 S. 1919, 1920 and 
ends at point ‘B3'ofthe village Pakri Barwadih, 

rhe line starts at point 'B3' located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barw adih which nu>\ es 
towards South ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1920 and ends at point 'B4' of 
the village Pakri Barwadih, 

The line starts at point ‘B4' located on North-West corner of village Pakri Barwadih which mo\ es 
towards Soulh-l-ast village Pakri Barwadih through plot numbers 1920, 1921, 1922. 1937 and ends at 
point ‘BS'oflhe villstge Pakri Barwadih, 

The line starts at point ‘B5’ located on North-West corner of village Pakri Barwadih which ino\es 
towards North of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1937. 1939. 1940. 1943, 194 1, 
1945, 1946, 1947,1948, 1949 and ends at point‘Bb'oflhe village Pakri Barwadih. 


(7) LineB6-B7: fhe line starts at point 'B6’ located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih passing towards 

North ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1949, 1950 and ends at point 'IH' ol 
the village Pakri Barvadih. 

(8) LineB7-BS: I'he line starts at point ‘B7’ located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards South-liast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1950. 1964, 1963. 1962 
and ends at point ‘ B8 ’ of the village Pakri Barwadih 

{9)LmeB8-B9: The line starts at point ‘B8' located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which mo\cs 

towards North-Last ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1962. 1960. 1961. Bfs’* 

and ends at point 'B9’ of the village Pakri Barwadili. 

(l0)LineB9-B10; The line starts at point ‘B9’ located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which nunes 
towards South-Last ofthe village Pakri Barwadih pa.ssing through plot numbers 1952. 1743 and ends at 
point ‘B 10' ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 

(n)I.ineBlO-B 11: I'hc line .starts at point ‘BIO’ located on North-West comer of village Pakri Barw adih which nun e.s 
towards South-Last ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing ihrough ptoi numbers 1743, 1742. 1741,212.-' 
and ends at point ‘B11' of the village Pakri Barwadih. 


(12) LineBll-B12: 


The line starts at point ‘B11' located on North-West corner of village Pakn Barw adih w hieh nun es 
towards North-liast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing ilirough plot numbers 2 i 25 . 212’’. 213t). 1" 1 s. 
1154 and ends at point ‘B 12’of the village Pakri I3at w adih. 


(13) LirK;Bl2-B13: I'hc line starts at point 'B12' located on North corner of village Pakn Barwadili w Inch moves lowaixN 

I-ast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1154. 1137. 1136. 1134. 1133. 1132 and 
ends at point ‘B13'ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 

(14) LineB13'B14: fhe line starts at point ‘B 13' located on North corner ot village Pakri Barwadih w hich moves towards 

Soulh-I’ast ofthe village Pakn Barw'adih passing through plot numbers 1132 and I 12S and ends ai point 
‘BM'ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 


(15)LincB14-B15; 


(l6)LincB15-B16. 


I'hc line starts at point ‘B 14' located on North-liast corner of village Pakri Barwadili which nunes 
towards Soulh-L.ast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1 1 28. 1041 and ends at 
point 'BlS’of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

■fho line starts at point “B 15' located on Last corner of village Pakri Barw^adih w hieli moves towards 
South-l-ast ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1041 and ends at point 'B 16‘ ol 
the village Pakri Barwadih. 


(17) LineB16-B17: The line starts at point ‘B 16’ located on Last corner ot village Pakri Barwadih which moves towards 

South-Last ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing tlirough plot numbers 1041. 1432 and ends ai point 
‘B 17'of the village Pakri Barwadih, 

(18) l.incB17-BlS: I'hc line starts at point ‘B 17' located on f.ast comer ol village Pakri Barw'adih wliieh nunes low aids 

South-i ;asl of the village Pakri Barw'adih passing tlirough plot numbers 1432. 1449 and ends at point 
‘B 18" ofthe village Pakn Barwadih. 
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t9)IineB18-B19: The line starts at point ‘B 18' located on East comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves towards 
South-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1449 and ends at point ‘B 19’ of 
the village Pakri Barwadih. 

tO)LineB 19-B20:The line starts at point ‘B 19’ located on South-East comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 
towards South-West of village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1449 and ends at point 
‘B20’of village Pakri Barwadih. 

.I)LineB^B21: The line starts at point ‘B 20’ located on South-East comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 
towards South-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1449 and ends at point 
‘B21‘of dw village Pakri Barwadih. 

2) LineB21-B22. The line starts at point ‘B2r located on South-East comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towardsHlordi-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1449 and ends at point 
‘B22*oftfie village Pakri Barwadih. 

3) LineB22-B23: fhe line starts at point ‘B 22’ located on South-East comer of village Pakri Bamiadih which moves 

towards South of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1449 and ends at point 
*B23’of die village Pakri Barwadih. 

4) LineB23-B24. The line starts at point ‘B23 located on South-East comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through numbers 1449, 2464 and ends at point 
‘B24’ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 

5) LineB24-B25: I he line starts at point ‘B24’ located at the South-liast .side of village Pakri BaiSvadih and passing in 

North-East direction through village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 2464 and ends at 
point ‘B25’ of village Pakri Barwadih. 

6) Line B25-B26: ITie line starts at point ‘B25’ located on South-liasi comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards NiMth-West of village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2464,2438,2436,2379 and 
ends at p(Mnt‘B26’of village Pakri Barwadih. 

7) LineB26-B27: The line starts at point ‘B26’ located on South comer of village Pakri ‘Barwadih which moves towards 

South-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2379, 2375, 2468 and ends at 
point ‘B27.’of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

?)LincB27-B28: The line starts at point ‘B27’ located on South comer of village Pakri Barwadih winch moves towards 
West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2468, 2374, 2363 and ends at point 
‘B28‘ofthc village Pakri Barwadih. 

7)LineB28-B29: The lineatarts at point ‘B28! located on South comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves towards 
North-West of the village Pakri Barwadih pa.ssing through plot numbers 2363. 2362 and ends at point 
‘B29’oftfie village Pakri Barwadih. 

))LineB29-B30: The liim starts at point ‘B29’ located on South comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves towards 
North-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2362, 2361.2359, 2358, 2325. 
2324 and imds at point ‘ A30’ ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 

1 ) Line B30-B31: The line starts at point ‘B30’ located on South comer oI'village Pakri Barwadih wliicli moves towards 
North-West ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2324, 232.3. 2276, 2275, 2274. 

2273 and ends at point‘A3 r of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

)LineB31-B32: I he line starts at point ‘1331’ located on South-West comer o<'village Pakri Barwadih which moves 
towards North-East ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2273, 2274 and ends at 
point ‘A32’ ofthe village Pakri Barwadih. 

)LineB32-B33: The line starts at point ‘B32’ located on South-West comer ot village Pakri Barwadih which moxes 
towards North-West ofthe village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2274.2270, 2269 and 
ends at point’A33’of the village Pakri Barwadih.. 

) LineB33-B34: ITic line starts at point ‘1333’ located on South-West cornier of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 
towards North-East of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2269. 2268 and ends at 
point‘A34’.of the village Pakn Barwadih. 
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(35) LineB34-I335: I'he line starts at point ‘B34’ located on South-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards North-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2268,2251,2230 and 
ends at point ‘A35’ of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

(36) IjneB35-B36: fhe line starts at point ‘B35’ located on South-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards North-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2230, 1718,2216, 2033, 
2037, 2028,2029 and ends at point ‘ A36’ of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

(37) LineB36-B37: The line starts at point ‘B36’ located on South-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards South-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2029, 2025,2023,2022, 
2021,2020 and ends at point ‘A37’ of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

(38) I.ineB37-B38: I he line starts at point ‘B37’ located on South-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards North-West of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot numbers 2020. 2019, 1950 and 
ends at point ‘A38’of the village Pakri Barwadih. 

(39) Line B38-1339; The line starts at point 'B38’ located on South-West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves 

towards North-Hast of the village Pakri Barwadih passing through plot number 1950 and ends at point’ 
A39' ofthc village Pakri Barwadih. 

(40) LuieB39-B: I he line starts at point 'B39; located on West comer of village Pakri Barwadih which moves towards 

North-West of the village Palai Barwadih passing through plot numbers 1950 and ends at point ‘B’ ol 
the village Pakri Barwadih. 

[F. No. 43015/2.'2011- PRIW-1) 
A.K. DAS, Under Secy. 
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(1) 
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33T73m 
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MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 12th June, 2012 

S. O. 2097.—^In pursuance of Clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of 
Light of UsCT in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1 962), the Central Government hereby authorizes the person mentioned in column (1) 
f the Schedule given below to perform the functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act, in respect of the area 
icntioned in column(2) of diesaid Schedule 


lame and address of the Authority 

Area of jurisdiction 


(1) 

mt. Biiava Choudhurv 

(2) 



SCHEDULE 


^CS, Addl. Deputy Commissioner i/c LA Branch, 
amrup Metropolitan District 
bffice of the Competent Authority 


idian Oil Corporation Limited (Pipelines Division) 

kPI- Guwahali Project 

211, Guwahati Refineiy fownship 

ector-IlK Nexmmati 

luwahali-781 020 

his nolillcation is applicable from the date of issue. 


[No,R-25011/12/2010-OR-l| 
LALCHHANDAMA, Under Secy. 

^ 14 2012 

Wl. an, 2098.—^ ^ ailhl) 

%2 (1962 ^ 50) nft nm 17 ^ fWRT sflT ?Srf^ ^ ^ aTJ^) 

963 ^t^4^^^f*m<i) nnif^,-an ^ ^ 

^ ftinr nm i m ^ ^ ^ f%ci t, woft ^ 8 dlHifiad w? 

I 


ar^ 


3( I) ^ STifbT Vm 6( 1 ) ^ ftOTnft 


nra ?)T ^ 

ITT^8»T/?Hrnt^ 

TT^T^ 1^' 

^.3TT. 

TT^ 

^.3n. Tfrisn 
sfk Rr-ifen 

TSFTpf ^ 

?FlfrTf5F 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 



26 OS 2009 

2179(37) 

24 02-2010 

469(37) 

37^13^7 2011 




26-08-2(K)9 


24-02 2010 


?l®h< 

^VaTHT 

2608 2009 

2179(31) 

24 02-2010 

469(37) 

37^2011 




26-08-2009 


24-02 2010 


hmO 

^aiHT 

26- 08 -2(K)9 

2179(37) 

19 01-2010 

114(37) 

^2011 




26-08-2009 


18-01-^2010 


?T«FT 


26 08 2009 

2179(37) 

19 01-2010 

114(37) 

■3p201i 




26-08-2009 


18-01 2010 




26 08 2(K)9 

2179(37) 

03 02-2010 

236(37) 

37^1^2011 




26 08 2(H)9 


0302 2010 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

6 

9(20 o|M 

m^V 

26-08-2009 

2179(3T) 

03-02-2010 

236(34) 

34^ 20! 1 





26-08-2009 


03-02 2010 


7 

'19C1 '+1Q1I 

TFT^ 

26-08-2009 

2179(34) 

03-02-2010 

236(34) 

34^ 201 1 





26-08-2009 


03-02 2010 


8 


“tfd-SI 

26-08-2009 

2179(3T) 

19-01-2010 

! 14(34) 

201 1 





26-08-2009 


18-01 2010 


9 


=1(841 

26-08-2009 

2179(34) 

19-01-2010 

114(34) 

f444f^ 201 1 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


10 



26-08-2009 

2179(34) 

19-01-2010 

114(34) 

34n741 201 ! 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 






fcjcKUl 


tmr 3( 1) ^ 3T#T 34f^4J^ 

3R1 6( 1 ) ^ 31^ 34fm^j331 

^ _ 

Tstxpjn 

5Frq 



■4' 

341.311. 4443^11 


3^.311. 


TOTT 



y+ivH 341 

3fk f^3f34 

93)IVI'd 3n 

3fR f^3131 

UHlPkl 




f33f34 


1^3145 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 



11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^201 1 





10-06-2009 


244)2-2010 


2 


(4H<HI 

11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^201 1 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


3 


(1H4MI 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

tir42011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


4 

R4<rl=b)cjtd 


11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

244)2-2010 

469(31) 

14=11 2011 





10-06-2009 


244)2-2010 


5 


flH<Hl 

11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^2011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


6 

d<4MM4 


11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^2011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


7 . 


flHOdl 

11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

2011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


8 

3T^3Tn^TT 


11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010' 

469(31) 

31W2()i 1 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


9 

^4^ 

^H<r^i 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^5^201 i 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


10 

flft CTT43FTT 

44H<MI 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

141141 2(''n 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


11 

<'1=11 

41*44MI 

11-06-2009 

1444(34) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

^;^2011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


12 


^MOdl 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

4^ 2011 





10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 



2081 GI/12 - 12 








11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

24-02-2010 

- 319^2011 

hN(i 

«M<WI 

11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

3l?|^2011 

•te 

mm\ 

1106-2009 

1444(30 

10-06-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

^511^2011 


^TTOTT 

ll-06-2(X)9 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

^ 2011 

■cjpdt 

mmi 

11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

■^2011 


■mm 

11-06-2009 

1444(30 

10-06-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

^2011 


■mm 

1106-2009 

1444(30 

10-06-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

^1^2011 



■ 11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

31^2011 

■gtsf 

■HXTWT 

ll-06-2(X)9 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

^11^2011 


■mm 

1.1-06-2009 

1444(30 

11-06-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

T?f2on 



11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

24-02-2010 


e<4'^‘i5i 

■mm 

11-06-2009 

1444(30 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(31) 

2402-2010 

11^2011 



dmiMi 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

10-06-2009 



11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

10-06-2009 


^SFTT 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

l(M)6-2009 


^SRt 

11-06-2009 

1444(31) 

10-06-2009 



1006-2009 

1445(31) 

10-06-2009 

H'SCriT 

■rnmx 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

104)6-2009. 



10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

l(K)6-2009 


■mm 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

1006-2009 


■mm 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

1006-2009 

^91^ 


10-06-2(K)9 

1445(31) 

10-06-2009 


2-W)2-2010 

03*02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 

03-02-2010 


469(31) 

24^2-2010 

469(30 

24-02-2010 

469(30 

2402-2010 

469(30 

2402-2010 

236(30 

0302-2010 

236(30 

03-02-2010 

236(30 

0302-2010 

236(30 

03-02-2010 

236(30 

0302-2010 

236(30 

0302-2010 


2011 

31^^2011 

31^^ 2011 

’RT^2011 

■q^2011 

^TR«Rt2011 

T^2011 

Tn^2011 

T1T^2011 

T?T^2011 
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35 


4°(IVI5< 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

Tir^2011 





l(M)6-2009 


03-02-2010 


36 

?TTF^ 

Hcn’vr?'< 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(3?) 

31W2011 





10-06-2009 


034)2-2010 


37 


4<arr5rT?T 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

3Ff^20ll 





104)6-2009 


03-02-2010 


38 



10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31^2011 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


39 


Hc(!Vi6< 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

^5^2011 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


40 


4cH>!g< 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(3?) 

11^2011 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


41 


■«rcir#5[ 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

W^20! 1 





10-06-2009 


034)2-2010 


42 


•s^di'cfU 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(3!) 

^'^2011 





104)6-2009 


03-02-2010 


43 

trrsRT 


10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

^ 201! 





10-06-2009 


034)2-2010 


44 


■^crrak 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

^2011 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


45 


<4dNl< 

10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(3!) 

^2011 





10-06-2009 


03-02-2010 


46 

TO 

<4dN>( 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(3!) 

^ 2011 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


47 



104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

■^^201 1 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


48 



10-06-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

^^2011 





10-06-2009 


03-02-2010 


49 


s<dN^4 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

^3R^201 1 





10-06-2009 


03-02-2010 


50 


sjdl'cfR 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

()34)2-2010 

236(3!) 

31^201 1 





10-06-2009 


034)2-2010 


51 


<4dNV 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(3!) 

^11^2010 





10-06-2(X)9 


()3-02-2()l0 


52 


«<cilWt4 

104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(3!) 

31^2010 





104)6-2009 


034)2-2010 


53 



104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(3!) 

^1T^20I() 





104)6-2(X)9 


034)2-2010 


>4 

4^«IH 


104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

03-()2-2()l() 

236(3!) 

T1T^2010 





104)6-200^) 


034)2-2010 





104)6-2009 

1445(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

31^^2011 





104)6-2(X)9 


034)2-2010 


56 


=<dH'U 

10-06-200^) 

1445(31) 

034)2-20 to 

236(31) 

WH2011 





104)6-2(X)9 


034)2-2010 

--- 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

>7 



l(W)6-2009 

1446(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

ini{20ii 





1006-2009 


03^-2010 


>8 



1006-2009 

1446(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

3PWT2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


J9 


ngvf4>i 

1006-2009 

1446(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31ITOT2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 




>Wyf4>< 

1006-2009 

1446(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

3PTOT2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


il 


'I41?I4»< 

1006-2009 

1446(30 

03-02-2010 - 

236(31) 

31?|5T2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


2 



1006-2009 

1446(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

11^2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


3 

wrf[ 


10-06-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31^^2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


4 



1006-2009 

1446(30' 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

^111^2011 


V 



1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


6 

"Sink 


1006-2009 

1444(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

1^1?!^2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


i6 

\i«MW 

d*itn 

1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31TOT2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


>7 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

3PT1<T2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


0 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

^2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


0 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

3FH?T2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


'1 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

^^2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


2 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

317^12011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


3 



1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31tr<i 2011 





1006-2009 


03-02-2010 


4 

441 dMci 


1006-2009 

1447(30 

03-02-2010 

236(31) 

31»Fra2011 





1006-2009 


034^-2010 






^3(1)^ 3T#T 3lf%RT^ 

^6(1)^ 3mt^ 3lftro^ 

[iuiun*t1 

jrf^ ^ 'iiH 

?fi<3<iii/n^«1ci 

TTTO 

^.3n, «iSMI 


^,3n, ^T1s4T 





y4>ivn ^ 

3||T n\H®h 

ychlJ^H ^ 












2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


^idlPd 


2608-2009 

2179(30 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

^H^<(l2011 





2608-2009 


18-01-2010 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

2 


^»?3THT 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

194)1-2010 

114(33) 

^5^3^2011 





26-08-2009 


184)1-2010 


3 



264)8-2009 

2179(30 

194)1-2010 

114(33) . 

33^2011 





264)8-2009 


18-01-2010 


4 



264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

19-01-2010 

114(33) 

33^2011 





26418-2009 


18-01-2011 


5 

^di 

^3TRT 

2608-2009 

2179(31) 

19-01-2010 

114(33) 

33^2011 





2608-2009 


18-01-2012 


6 



264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

19-01-2010 

114(33) 

33^^2011 





2608-2009 


18-01-2013 


7 

9)C^c(H 

^«r3TPTT 

26-08-2009 

2179(31) 

19-01-2010 

114(33) 

33^fg^2011 





2608-2009 


184)1-2014 


X 

'^VdPfi 


264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

194)1-2010 

114(3?) , 

33^2011 





2608-2009 


184)1-2015 


9 



264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

^2011 





26-08-2009 


034)2-2010 


10 

TRl'Mti 

3T44))<i 

26-08-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

33^^2010 





264)8-2009 


03-02-2010 


11 

HTelkl 

<I44>M 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

33TT3<T201() 





2608-2009 


03-02-2010 


12 


INcfiV 

26-08-2009 

2179(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

33^^2010 





264)8-2009 


03-02-2010 


13 


<l4c6k 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

33^^2010 





264)8-2009 


034)2-2010 


14 


<l4=hV 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

33^^2010 





264)8-2009 


03-02-2010 


15 


imV 

26-08-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

13^2011 





2608-2009 


03-02-2010 


16 

^ ^fFTT 

3N4)lci 

264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

33^ 2011 





2608-2009 


034)2-2010 


17 

inq[4^ 

<N4i'tcl 

2608-2009 

2179(31) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

3R^201 i 





2608-2009 


03-02-2010 


18 

^dld4lclld 

<1445l<d 

264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

33^2011 





2608-2009 


034)2-2010 


19 



26-08-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

33^2011 





264)8-2009 


034)2-2010 


20 


<H^<I 

264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

33^2011 





2608-2009 


03-02-2010 


21 


TFnj3T ^d 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

33^2011 





2608-2009 


034)2-2010 



^1^641 

TW^f 

264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

^3^201 1 





2608-2009 


03-02-2010 


13 

imm 


264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

03-02-2010 

236(33) 

^2011 





264)8-2009 


03-02-2010 


24 

.. . 

^5^111 4rdi 

3m^ 

264)8-2009 

2179(33) 

034)2-2010 

236(33) 

^2011 





2608-2009 


034)2-2010 
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Pi <.'41 


264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(31) 

03-02-2010 

31^1^ 2011 



264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(3T) 

184)1-2010 

ftl?W 2011 


PwKi 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

jr 

^2011 



26^8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

T^20\\ 


m 

264)8-2009. 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

^ 2011 



264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

31^ 2011 


m 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

264)8-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

^2011 


m 

26-08-2009 

2179(30 , 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

31^1^2011 



26-08-2009 

2179(30 

264)8-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

ftlTOT 2011 


?rn 

264)8-2009 

2179(30 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

ftlTOT 2011 


TO 

264)8-2009 

2179(31) 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

31^ 2011 

41'^<HWT 

4WRI 

264)8-2009 

2179(30 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

Tl^ 2011 



264)8-2009 

2179(30 

26-08-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

31^ 2011 


’WRT 

264)8-2009 

2179(30 

2608-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

^ 2011 



264)8-2009 

2179(30 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

31^1^ 2011 



26-08-2009 

2179(30 

2608r2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

2011 

te^igflaggn 


264)8-2009 

2179(30 

26-08-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(31) 

184)1-2010 

^2011 



26-08-2009 

2179(30 

26-08-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

^ 2011 

■^fWr 'I'^i 


264)8-2009 

2179(30 

2608-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(31) 

18-01-2010 

3dlcT 2011 


[^. K 14014/26/12-^.^. 1 


TJ, aiT^R 


New Delhi, the 14th June, 2012 

S. O. 2098*—In pursuance of the proviso to sub-rule (i) of rule 4 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
Requisition of Right of User in Land) Rules, 1963 framed under section 17 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines 
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(Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Competent Authority, GAIL (India) Limited with whom the 
right of user in the land in that area has been vested or ownership of the pipeline in that area vests as the case may be, 
hereby declares the date of termination of operation of laying Bawana Nagal & spur pipeline project in Punjab State as 
mentioned in column 8 of the Schedule below, namely : — 


SCHEDULE 



Description 

Notification 

Under Section 3(1) 

Notifications 

Under Section 6(1) 

Date of S.O. No. and 

Publication Date 

of Gazette 

Remarks 

Sr. 

No. 

Village Name 

Tehsil 

Date of 

Publication 

ofCiazettc 

S.O, No. and 
Date 

Date of 
Termination 
of 

Operations 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1. 

Gurni 

Ludhiana 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

October 2011 





26-08-2009 


24-02-2010 


2. 

Shanker 

Ludhiana 

26-08-2009 

2179(1:) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

October, 2011 





26-08-2009 


24-02-2010 


.3. 

Majri 

Ludhiana 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

19-01-20 JO 

114(E) 

.lune, 2011 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


4. 

Rurka 

Dchlon 

26-08-2(X)9 

217900 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

.lune, 2011 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


5. 

Boparai khurd 

Raikot 

26-08-2009 

217900 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

April. 2011 





26-08-2009 


03-02-2010 


6. 

Pakhowal 

Raikot 

26D8-2009 

2179(E) 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

April, 2011 





26-08-2009 


03-02-2010 


7. 

Nangal kalan 

Raikot 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

August, 2011 





26-08-2009 


03-02-2010 


8. 

Nathana 

Bathindha 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

July. 2011 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


9. 

Kalyayan 

Bathindha 

26-08-2009 

21790^) 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

Sept.. 20.11 


Sukha 



26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


10. 

Gillpalii 

Bathindha 

26-08-2009 

2179(H) 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

August. 2011 





26-08-2009 


18-01-2010 


SCHEDULE 


Description 

Notifications 


Notifications 


Remarks 




Under Section 3 (1) 

Under Section 6(1) 


Sr. 

Village Name 

Tehsil 

Date of 

S.O. No. and 

Date of 

S.O. No. and 

Date of 

No. 



Publication 

Date 

Publication 

Date 

Icnninalion 




of Gazette 


ofGazette 


ol' 








Operations 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1. 

Lakhowal 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

June. 2011 


Kalan 



10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


2. 

Lakhowal 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

144401) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

June, 2011 


Khurd 



10-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


3. 

Jassowal 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

14440:) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

March. 2011 





1-0-06-2009 


24-02-2010 


4. 

Milkowal 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

14440^) 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

Nov.. 2011 





11-06-2009 

— 

24-02-2010 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


Zulfgarh 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

* 1444(E) 

10-06-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

24-02-2010 

June, 2011 


Labangarh 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

May, 2011 


Machhtwara 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

Nov., 2011 


Adiana 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

10-06-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

August, 201 

», 

Bhatlian 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

July, 2011 

0. 

Garla 

larkhana 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(10 

2402-2010 

Dec., 2010 

11. 

Ranwan 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(E) 

24-02-2010 

July, 2011 

12. 

Poonain 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

Nov., 2011 

13. 

Hharlhaia 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

4690:) 

2402-2010 

Apnl,2011 

14. 

Pal Majra 

Samrala 

114Xv2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(1-:) 
24-02-20 U) 

April. 2011 

15. 

Rohla 

Samrala 

ll-06-2(K)9 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(1-:) 

2402-2010 

July, 201! 

16. 

Ladhran 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

10-06-2009 

24-02-2010 

469a:)' 

2402-2010 

July. 2011 


Chchlan 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

4690-:) 

2402-2010 

June, 2011 

18. 

Hhagwanpura 

Samrala 

. 11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

46900 

2402-20)0 

.lunc.2011 

19. 

MuUon 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

10-06-2(X)9 

24-02-2010 

469(10 

2402-2010 

May, 2011 

20. 

Nagra 

Samrala 

ll-06-2(X)9 

1444(10 

1006-2(X)9 

2402-2010 

469(1:) 
2402-2010 

April. 2011 

21. 

Boni6 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(10 

2402-2010 

March, 2011 

22. 

Bagli Kalan 

Samrala 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

24-02-2010 

469(10 

2402-2010 

May, 2011 

23. 

Bagli Khurd 

Samrala 

ll-06-2(K)9 

1444(E) 

1006-2009 

2402-2010 

469(1 •:) 
24-02-2010 

May. 2011 

24. 

llarbanspura 

Samrala 

ll-06-2(K)9 

I444(i:) 

10-06-2(X)9 

24-02-2010 

469(1-.) 
24-02-2010 

May, 2011 

25. 

Mand Charaudi 

Samrala 

1 l-06-2(X)9 

1444(10 

10-06-2(X)9 

24-02-2010 

469(10 

24-02-2010 

Nov., 2011 

26. 

Bhainadi 

KJianna 

ll-06-2IX)9 

1444(10 

10-06-2009 

03-02-2010 

469(1-) , 

2402-2010 

Oct., 2011 

27. 

Gagar Majra 

Khanna 

11-06-2009 

1444(10 

1006-2009 

03-02-2010 

469(10 

2402-2010 

Oct.. 2011 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

28. 

Dehni 

Khanna 

11-06-2009 

1444(E) 

10-06-2009 

0302-2010 

469(E) 

2402-2010 

March, 2011 

29. 

Mohadipur 

Kalan 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

Feb., 2011 

30. 

Mandala 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

Feb., 2011 

31. 

Chakli Sujat 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

Feb., 2011 

32. 

Sabalpur 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

March, 2011 

33. 

Rancwal 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

March, 2011 

34. 

Dupalpur 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

March, 2011 

35. 

Sekhpur 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

10-06-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

March, 2011 

36. 

Shahpur Patti 

Nawanshahr 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

August, 2011 

37. 

Ma/hoor 

Nawanshahr 

10-06-2009 

1445(E) 

104)6-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

August. 2011 

38. 

Mu/afar Pur 

Nawanshahr 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

April, 2011 

39. 

Jadia 

Nawanshahr 

10-06-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(1-:) 

03-02-2010 

July, 2011 

40. 

Utalan 

Nawanshahr 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

5302-2010 

May, 2011 

41. 

Garlc 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

Feb., 2011 

42. 

iadli 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

Feb., 2011 

43. 

Simbal Majara 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(10 

0302-2010 

June, 2011 

44. 

Rurki Muglan 

Balachor 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(1-:) 

0302-2010 

lunc. 2011 

45. 

Krawar 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

104)6-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

June, 2011 

46. 

Gul Pur 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

10-06-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

June, 2011 

47. 

Sajawal Pur 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(P:) 

10-06-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

July, 2011 

48. 

Bhara Pur 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

034)2-2010 

23600 

0302-2010 

July. 2011 

49. 

Sahiba 

Balachor 

10-06-2009 

1445(i;) 

1006-2009 

03-02-2010 

23600 

0302-2010 

Jan., 2011 

50. 

Begum Pur 

Balachor 

104)6-2009 

1445(E) 

11-06-2009 

0302-2010 

2360-:) 

0302-2010 

April, 2011 

51. 

Hayalpur 

Jatlan 

Balachor 

1006-2009 

1445(E) 

1006-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

Maich, 2010 


2081 Gl/12—18 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

Karimpur 

Dhiant 

Biiaalkpr 

t(W)6-2009 

1445(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236^ 

03-02-2010 

Apnl.2010 

Karimpur 

Chahwala 

Bala^ 

10-06-2009 

1445(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

M^2(H0 

Pojcwai 

■■ ; 

10-06-2009 

1445(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236^) 

034S-2010 

Maidiv^JO 

'lorrowal 


1006-2009 

1445(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236^) 

034)2-2010 

April, 201! 

Chhuchewai 


10-06-2009 

1445(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

^11^2011 

Aclialpur 

Ciwili^rdcar 

1006-2009 

1446(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

July, 2011 

Dhawani pur 

aa|i«^kar 

1006-2009 

1446(1*) 

11-002009 

03-02-2010 

.236(E) 

03-02-2010 

August, 20) 1 

KaUan pur 

GaH^wnkar 

1006-2009 

1446(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

August, 2011 

Malkowal 

Ckl^lji^Akar 

10002009 

1446(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

August,^) 1 

(iadtwal' 

(M^nkar 

10-002009 

1446(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

Apta,20H 

Cfuri MaiKUiWiM 

10002009 

I446(F:) 

10002000 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

M«€h.2011 

Mchandpur 

■ 

l04)O2(Xi9 

1447(E) 

10002009 

034)2-2010 

• 2360*:) 
034)2-2010 

Ocl,2011 

Diyapur 


10002009 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E:) 

03-02-2010 

Sep.,2011 

Dhagor 


10002009 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(H) 

034^-2010 

Sep.,2011 

Sukhsa) 


10002009 

1447(E) 

1-0002009 

03-02-2010 

23600 

034)2-2010 

Au^st, 20)1 

Kuignmi 

Nai^ 

1(M)02(X)9 

1447(E) 

11002009 

03-02-2010 

2360*^ 

034)2-2010 

August, 20)) 

Sangutpur 

Nin^; 

■1^/ ■ 

10-002(X)9 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

July,2011 

Dhulon 


10002009 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

August, 20) I 

(hulcwal 


10002009 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

July, 20)1 

Maujtmal ^ 


10002009 

1447(E) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

August, 201) 

MuliH^ l*ur 

. Napgal 

100O2(X)9 

1447(rv) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

2360*:) 

034)2-2010 

August, 20) 1 

NayuNaugal 


100O2(X)9 

1447(li) 

10002009 

03-02-2010 

23600 

03-02-2010 

August, 2011 
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schedule: 





Description 

Notifications 
Under Section 3 (1) 

Notifications 
Under Section 6(1) 


Remarks 

Dale of 
lenni nation 
of 

Operations 

Sr. 

No. 

Village Name 

Tehsil 

Date of 
Publication 
of Gazette 

S.O.N 0 .& 

Date 

Date of 

Publication 

of(jazet|e 

.d 

S.O. No. & 
Date 

\ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1 . 

Jartoli 

Dehlon 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1 ^1-2010 

Januar). 2011 

2 . 

Lohgarh 

Ludhiana 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 
1 W)1-20I0 

Januar>'. 2011 

3. 

Dehlon 

Dehlon 

2W)8-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 2011 

4. 

Kila Raipur 

Dehlon 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 2011 

5. 

Mehma Singh 
Wala 

Dehlon 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 20! 1 

6 . 

Gujjarwal 

l.udhiana 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

October, 2011 

7. 

Phallcwal 

Ludhiana 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

October, 20. 

8 . 

Kotaga 

Ludhiana 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 2011 

9. 

Nangal Khurd 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

June, 2011 

10 . 

Rajgarh 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

October, 2010 

I). 

Dhalian 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(i:) 

03-02-2010 

August, 2010 

12 . 

And loo 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(1-:) 

0302-2010 

October. 2010 

13. 

Bur] 1 l^ima 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(1-:) 

0302-2010 

October, 2010 

14. 

Basrao 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

October. 2010 

15. 

Tajpur 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

May, 2011 

16. 

Bhaini Baringa 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(1-:) 

0302-2010 

April. 2011 

17. 

Raikol 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

23m 

0302-2010 

October. 201! 

18. 

Jaladiwal 

Raikot 

2608-2009 

2179(1:) 

2608-2009 

0302-2010 

236(E) 

0302-2010 

April, 2011 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9. 

DlidFket 


26-08-2009 

Z179(E) 

26-08-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

April, 2011 

iO. 

CbakWmito 

Rikot 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

264)8-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

April,2011 


Dulcwal 

RmfAini Phul 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

264)8-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

Apnl,20ll 

>2. 


MifMra Phul 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

26^8-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

July, 2011 

>3. 


Ran^tura Phul 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

264)8-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

03-02-2010 

June, 2011 

>4. 


RlBii|)tini Phul 

26-08-2009 

2179(E)^ 

2608-2009 

034)2-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

May, 2011 

i5. 

I>«yHiptHr 

Mirva 

'RfHnpara Phul 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

03-02-2010 

236(E) 

034)2-2010 

Get., 2011 

26. 

Momn 


26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

SepL, 2010 

27. 


Mai Singh 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) . 

264)1^2009 

19-01-2010 

1)4(E) 

184)1-2010 

June, 2010 

28. 

Ramgarh 


26-08-2009 

21790E) 

264)8-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

Feb., 2011 

29. 

Ma/Mic 


26-08-20(h 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

June, 2010 

30. 



26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

264)8-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

Ai^ust, 2011 

31. 

m& 


26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

Oct., 2010 

32. 

JaRgMhtt 


264)8-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

iiBie, 2011 

33. 

I^ti4>aep 

Sfitgh 


264)8-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

194)1-2010 

!M(E) 

1801-2010 

Oct.. 2011 

34. 

Patti Mate 
Sir^ 


26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

26-08-2009 

194)1-2010 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

Sep., 20 H 

35. 

RMtiMser 


264)8-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 
1801-2010 

Sep., 2010 

36. 

Bttjeana 


26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608*2009 

19-01-2010 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

April, 2011 

37. 

Nattipuro 

fittkami 

26-08-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

194)1-2012 

114(E) 

184)1-2010 

May, 2011 

38. 

(ianga 

iMaiia 

264)8-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

19-01-^14 

114(E) 
1801-2010 

April, 2011 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

39. 

Dhelwa 

Nathana 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2016 

114^) 

1801-2010 

Vpril, 2011 

40. 

Gobindpura 

Nathana 

26-08t2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2018 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 2011 

41. 

Khialiwala 

Bathinda 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

260&-2009 

1901-2020 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

March, 2011 

42. 

Bhokhra 

Badiinda 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2022 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

June, 2011 

43. 

Joga Nanda 

Bathinda 

2608-2009 

2179(E) 

2608-2009 

1901-2024 

_. -- 

114(E) 

1801-2010 

April, 2011 

- —— 


" 




[F.No.L- 

. 14014/26/12-GP.l 


A. GOSWAMl, Under Secy. 


^1^,31 Hf,2012 


w OT 2099—WISH?! 

(I962 ^50)^«m2^3a^w 

TT^' (2) '^‘^ ^^ ^ f^TH^ ^ t I 


oqf^ ^ 3fR ^ 
^ HT# WI ^T^, 

ftr^WR (3^HTTR) 


srf^etiiR^ ^ _ 

3TR?|HTl^f^ft^WR^2 ^ -Sf^ ^ ^ Hi5Hdl5jH ^ c^ad<+,ia 

(TrcI'HMR 73^) WT ^ 


[T?n. TT^ 14014/39/12 ^.■^. 1 


TT. o)R=II^, 3^ "Rf^ 


New Delhi, the 31 st May, 20.12 

S.O. 2099.-Whereas, in pursuanceofclaiiK(a)ofSectiQn2ofthe Petroleum and Minerals P.pcHncs(Acquis^ 

ofRiehtofUserinLandlAtt, 1962(50ofl962),theGovemmentoflndiaherebyauthonzesthepereonmcnti<»c inco umn 

(I) of the schedule given below to perform the functions of the Competent Authority under the said Act for lay'"b 
C2+ Liquid High V^r Pressure Pipeline (Sivasagar Section) from Lakwa to Petrochemical compics ^ 

M/s Bi^mapuma Ci^ker and Polymer Limited (BCPL) in the area mentioned in column (2) of the said schedule. 


Name and Address of the person 

Shri Lakhi Nandan Gogoi, 

ACS (Additional Deputy Commissioner) 
Sivasagar (Assam) 


Area of Jurisdiction 

State of Assam areas falling in Sivasagar District lor laying o! 
C2-t^ Liquid High Vapor Pressure pipeline from Lakwa to l.apctkala 

[F. No. L-140!4/39/12-(i P. \ 
A. GOSWAML Under Secy. 
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mM, 2109 . 
^ 14) ^ 


0$ 

^ it M, 2012 

1947 (1947 



j0/Am 

254^12 


•3R5f^, HiMo. 4HcH<rl l ^ 

H HR"* 4WWW» 1T<ebK 3fl«Jinieh 

/m (^ 90/2006) ^ 

t, #11^11%?^ ^ 21-5-2012 ^ 3»I^ 
13n «?ii .' T' 

15tfp^l2/54/2006-3TI^ 3TR (^.^)] 

1w, 

MDISliCroir:^ EMPLOYMENT 

New.0«ii^‘2lstM 

S.O. liOO.'-^fe of Section 17 of the 

Industrial p^N|tts4ii^f1pl7 (14 of 1947), the Cm 
Governmentthe award (Ref case No. 
90/2006 ) of Industrial Tribunal- 

cum-LabourCoiiit,i«^|l^aaaho^ Annexureinthe 
Industrial D^SfHtfe heOfinb^Iheemployers in relation to die 
mant^emern of Tim National Institute of 

Agricultiflc M>ritedw|t^0ll^l|riB, their workman, which 

was reed ved by dmOopiilQovtmiment on 21-5-2012. 

SINGH, DeskOfficer 


1. The Central Goveimiait in exerciseof^ powers 
conferred under clause (d) of Sub-seetkm I dt; 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial D^ndes Act 19|7 

the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:— 

“Whether the action of die management ofWadtmal 
Institute of Agriculture Marketii^ Jaipur in 
terminating the services of their u^arii^ Shri 
. SunhariLaISharma,)RjoamAdendamwua^^ 

is legal & justified? If not, to what itliil^lWQrianan 
is entitled to?” 

2. The workman in his claim st^mehtbiaafteBded 
that he had worked as Room Atendant tha^ period 
1-11-98 to 20-10-02 agaiiutdm vacant post J^ ae21-IO-02 
tm was made permanent^ fixed in regular pt^ scale. The 
wcuionan has alleged that his so'vices have b^ttimimaed 
on 19-9-03 in violation of the (uovisions ofSecdim 2S-F of 
the I D. Act. He has further alleged that jdliors to him 
have been retained in the job & fresh hiWds have been 
given appointment after his termination in violation of 
Section 25-G & 25-H of the l.D. Act respectively. 

3 . The management in its reply has dented the claim 
of the workman. It has been averred that the vwn^man did 
not work with the non-applicant during period I - 11 -.98 to 
20-10-02 & has not worked for 240 days In adtig/ calendar 
year. It has further been averred that the wteihtian was 
engaged on 21 -10-02 on contract basis4t in di^rigsad an 





iNDU^IAL 
UR COURT, 




frcald|ligdi|erSh. N .K.Purohit 


RefenniceNo. IR(D U) 


agreement was executed on the said ifj^te. The 
management has also averred that as per terms & 
conditions of the agreeihent his services w<»e tentimatcd 
on 19-9-03 after payment of ^lary for one riidnii ^ ^ of 
notice. The management hi^ ftirthcr avesei^ that the 
wmkman was engaged on contract basis for one year & 
after completion of one year as per the terms A conditions 
of the agreement his services automation oane to an 
Old- Therefore, the claim of the workman deaovm to be 
rdjri^d. 


dated: 8-11-2006 


Shri Simhari Lpl 0mm. 

S/o Shri Brij Kishprfr Sb it llte 
C/o Shri N.R.lSutiimi 
29,ModiNagar, 
PuraniChiu^, 

Ajmer R<^, Sudila) . 
Jaipur. 


4. In rejoinder, the workman has plc^Odllnttlte had 
worked continuously during poiod 1 - M -9ft to IR^-OT. He 
was called for interview for die post of Rmnh Aften<hmt 
on 18-10-02 & he was given appointment mi ^ said post 
on 21-10-02 against the vacant post. He hm defiled that 
he was engaged on contract basis. He has aliped d»t his 
termination is illegal & violative of the proyirimis of l.D. 
Act. 


- y/s 

The Director Oen^ 7 ; 

National lQriiwnfA|p|ealBture Marketing Bambala, 
Kota Road, Saitgjifter^ llii^ 


5. Vide order dated 28-9-11, directions were given to 
the non-applicant to produce the documents required by 
the workman vide his application dated 2-12-10. But on 
the date for subfnitting documents, none appeared on 
behalf of the non-applicant, thmeforc. order to proceed 
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ex-party against the non-applicant was passed on 21 -2-12 
& case was posted on 24-4-12 for ex-party evidence of the 
workman. But neither workman nor his representative 
appeared on the said date. Therefore, the case was reserved 
for passing award. 

6. Since, the management has denied the claim of 
the workman, initial burden was on the workman to show 
that he had worked continuously during period 1 -11 -98 to 
20-10-02 or he had worked for more than 240 days during 
preceding twelve months from the date of his termination 
& his services have been terminated in violation of Section 
25-F, G & H of the l.D.Act. But at the stage of evidence, 
the workman did not appear to adduce his evidence in 
support of his claim. The non-applicant has also not 
adduced any evidence & ex-party proceedings have been 
drawn against the non-applicant on 21-2-12. 

7. In above factual backdrop, there is no material on 
record to decide the reference under adjudication on 
merits. I'herefore, “No Dispute Award” is passed in this 
matter. The reference under adjudication is answered 
accordingly. 

8. Award as above. 

9. Let a copy of the award be sent to Central 
Government, u/s 17( 1) for publication. 

N. K. PUROHIT, Presiding Officer 

21 -qf, 2012 

2101.-3tiainioh 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

(TO) ^ 31^ 

V w+k ('!<♦> 

^ 3 1 /2007) 

^^ 21-5-2012 

«^TI 

r^. TT^-42012/89/2006-3n^3RT[ (it.g.)] 
fRF, 

New Delhi, the 21 st May, 2012 

S.O. 2101.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref case No. 
31 /2007 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Jaipur as shown in the Anhexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of The Director (Admn) Khadi & Village 
Industries Commission, Mumbai and others and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-5-2012. 

[No. lv420l2/89/2006-IR(DU)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTIULGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIXUM-LABOUR COURT, 

JAIPUR 

Presiding Officer Sh. N .K.Purohit 
I.D. 31/2007 

Reference No. L-42012/89/2006- IR(DU) 

dated: 10^-2007 

Shri Prahalad Sahai Meena 
S/o Shri Surajmal Meena 
R/o Vil 1 age. Post Atela, 

Tehsil Viratnagar, 

Jaipur. 

V/s 

1. The Director (Admn.) 

Khadi & Village Industries Commission 
3, Irla Road, Park Verli, 

Murhbai-56. 

2. The Director 

Kumarappa National Handmade Paper Institute, 
Ramsinghpura, 

Shikarpura Road, 

Sanganer, 

Jaipur. 

Present 

For the Applicant Sh.Surcsh Kashyap, Adv. 

For the non-applicants Sh. R.K.Sharma,Adv. 

AWARD 
2-5-2012 

1. The Central Government in exercise of the powen 
conferred under clause (d) of Sub Section 1 and 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred 
the following Industrial dispute to this tribunal for 
adjudication:- 

“ Whether the action of the management of Director, 
Kumarappa National Handmade Paper Institute, 
Jaipur in retrenching the services of their workman 
Shri Prahalad Sahai Meena w.e.f 13-6-2006 is legal 
and justifled?lf not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to?” 

2. These facts are not in dispute that the workman 
was employed as class IV employee on 17-9-92; that the 
management terminated his services on 30-7-94 and the 
CGIT, Jaipur vide its award dated 2-6-04 reinstated him 
along with 25% back wages; that the said award was 
challenged by the management in writ petition 5191/04 
which was dismissed on 24.-11- 05 & the D.B.special appeal 
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ainst the saitf offfenwi i tteo dismissed. These facts are 


also not ^ 

2>1>06 in cfRQ^iiiM 
so^rices were^ifft 


R$. ^ 

vBioiB of Seetloii oi^ 

3. Tbevvorfcsiaii^^ 
order dated t3-6^ dirilile 9 
con^enstnitm. ft has 
be given cosqKMiidoia^ I3< 
has been paid wi^» 
him fall short of wam0L^ m 


been pleadbd Miai titt ns 
discontmued his ^ 

die ivoject work hdieiw 
The v^iricmati has aHiigid d 
working. Tbos, ilie 
order dated I 3^44l61be^^^ 
with all odi^ ^onae^tisiiitM; 

4. The maangiMniafit in 
non-af^dicaatho« 2 
concerned wMi raia i Wdt A 

time of haffimaticrti 
Govenmients Rotes an 

25>F-(b) of die Acthaala^ ( 
rate.Theniaiiai^ awiilhiilii# 
projects was a U 

ProgvainineRirai^^^liil^^ 
was woiking tmdeiF^fi^ 


came to «i «id it is fMRP^ 
some of die eiPpk^oaiiitlMrti 
some pwts wag^iMMaaiiA j 
per rules. Non Sfiitlriliitrdo. 
post. The waikimtaa^M 
when project ^aae^d m 
discmittnuMl. R %ss dao: be 
employees haii« ap kigh 
mam^ement h^^si^i^d 'i 
fully comi^i^ w 

on accotmt^a^obOavaJ^j^ ifm 

5. The wodonad iia f 
from rmteratiOg^ ^ 
statem^ it has also ilMii 


He has iurihar 
Sh. hfohaiilit^^^llv 
him, have bfeo- r||^i i fi 
appointed I 
19-U-^. 


cman was taken on duty on 
iward & subsequently, his 
sd by the management from 
D6 & a cheque of amount of 
renchment benefits under 
l»I;D.Act. 

died the, said retrenchment 
mind of lesser payment of 
tded that the workman is to 

1 per day but the workman 
. Thus, the amount paid to 
hich he was entitled under 

• of the I.D.Act. It has also 
inagement deliberately 
le pretext of completion of 
project is still continuing, 
lat juniors to him are still 
has prayed that impugned 
led ^ he may be reinstated 
lenefits. 

its reply has averred that 
industry’ as its activities are 
development work. The 
that minimum wages at the 
U. 73 Per day as per State 
KMint payable under section 
omputed rightly on the said 
ler averred that UNDP, KVIC 
»ited Nations development 
d. Earlier non-applicant no.2 
ct of Khadi Gramodyog but 
Hitonomous body registered 

* after UNDP, KVIC project 
mg as non-applicant no.2 & 
been taken on deputation & 
y^intments were given as 

2 does not have any vacant 

as daily rated basis & 

I end, his services were 
en averred that daily rated 
t of regularization. The 
dtat Section 25-F has been 
fMfkman has been retrenched 
rdf class IV employee’s post. 

iled rejoinder wherein apart 
. stated by him in the claim 
Headed diat he was entitled 
te fixed by the Govt, of India, 
services of Sh. Ramprasad^ 
others who were junior to 
f. Sh. Ramprasad who was 
been made confirmed on 


d. In oral evidence, the workman has filed his own 
affidavit who was cross exmnined on behalf of the non¬ 
applicant. Counter affidavit of Sh. Ashwini Kui»«r, Dweetor, 

KNHPI was placed on record on behalf of the non¬ 
applicant who was cross examined on behalf of the 
workman. 

J. The workman in support of his case has placed 
Ex*W-l to Ex-W-8 do^ummits on record wbemis the 
imuu^ement has produced copy of the inbMgned order 
dated 13-6-06 Ex-M-1 &EX-M-3. 

8 .1 have heard both die parties & havcganefiirough 
the relevant record. 

9. In view of the pleadings of both the sides, 
following questions crop-up fcr considwi^im:- 

I Whether the ntm^^qjplkant is nertan -indusdy’ 

within the defmition of ‘indusdy’ u/s 2(j) of 
the I.D.Act? 

ii. Whether the workman has paid lesser 
retrenchment compensation in violation of 
Section 25-F(b)ofthe I.D.Act? 

iii. Whether at the time of tcrminatmgthe 

services of the workman, juniors te^him have 
been retained in the job in viohidon of 
Section 25-Gofthe I.D.Act? ~ 

iv. What relief the worlonaniscnthled to? 

Rohit No. 1 

10. The workman has produced the copy of the 
award dated 3-6-2004. In the said award^hc management 
pleaded inter-alia that the non-applic" it does not fall 
within the ambit of defmition of industry » defined u/s 
2(j) of the Act. Since, the above point haaalwady been 
decided against the non-applicant in the said jmaffd, the 
contention of the non-applicmit in this regard is not 
sustainable. 

PointNo.!! 

11. The workman in his affidavit has ^atedfiaa while 
terminating his services on 13-6-06 a chctpie ofRs. 1*615 
was given to him. At friat time the rate of the miftimuih 
wages fixed by the Govemnwnt of India to skilled labour 
was @ Rs.130 but the management Has paid him 
compensation @Rs.73. lncros»^®i«ninationhObiB staled 
diat he was engaged as regul»' ^iipte>cc 4k salary was 
paid to him @ Rs.30 per day. Hehas further slated that he 
did not complain against the lesser payment of 
cMapensation. 


12. In counter affidavit tte miwwgCTWlit whness 
Ashwini Kumar, Director, KI#IH Ima atmed^ ^ 
woikman was engaged diuly aa^r fiw KVIC 

project & after compl^ion c^prot^t a cbelpa'of amount 
Rs. 186 IS was given to him mcoe^fiwKC ^tba piovistoRS 
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of Section 25-F along with order dated 13-6-06 (Ex-M-1) 
which was accepted by the workman. He has further stated 
that non-applicant no.2 is a registered autonomous body 
and is not under the control of Khadi Gramodyog and 
payments were made to him as per guidelines of the 
Government of Rajasthan. In cross- examination he was 
unable to state the rate of minimum wages in the year 
2006. He has denied this fact that the amount of 
compensation paid to the workman was not according to 
the provision of Section 25-F of the I.D.Act. 

13. The learned representative on behalf of the 
workman has contended that while terminating the 
services of the workman the provisions of Section 25-F 
have not been complied with. The minimum pay of the 
workman at that time was Rs. 130 per day. The 
compensation was to be computed @ Rs.l30 per day but 
the management has computed the amount of 
compensation on the basis of wages @ Rs,73 which is 
much less than the minimum wages. He has further 
contended that reasons for termination given in the 
impugned order are also false. It has been contended that 
retrenchment compensation was paid through cheque on 
] 3-6-06 and clearance of cheque requires at least two days, 
therefore, it cannot be said that amount was paid to the 
workman simultaneously at the time of termination. It has 
also been contended that since provision of clause (b) of 
Section 25-F has not been complied with, the termination 
of the workman is illegal and unjustified. In support of his 
contention he has referred 1958( I) RLR 931. 

14. Per contra, the learned representative on behalf 
of the management has submitted that the rate of minimum 
wages which was payable to the workman at the time of 
termination was Rs.73 per day only. It has further been 
submitted that the workman was entitled to get the wages 
as per minimum wages payable under the State Government 
Rules. Further, the non-applicant no. 2 i.e. KNHPl is an 
autonomous body registered under Registration Act and 
the notice pay and compensations have been paid as per 
provisions of the Section 25-F of the I.D.Act. The learned 
representative for the management has also submitted that 
the cheque was received by the workman on the date of 
termination i.e. 13-6-06 and the cheque is a valid tender, 
therefore, it cannot be said that the amount is not paid 
simultaneously. In support of his contention he has relied 
on 1993 11 LLJ 62 and 1981 LAB IC 697. 

15.1 have given my thoughtful consideration on the 
above submissions. 

16. It is well settled that for a retrenchment to be 
valid, it is incumbent upon the employer to fulfil! the 
requirements of clause (a) and (b) of Section 25-F of the 
I.D.Act. Clauses (a) and (b) of Section 25-F prescribe the 
imperative conditions for retrenching a workman. Section 
25-F envisages that no workman employed in any industry 
^vho has been in continuous service for not less than one 


year shall be retrenched by the employer until (a) the 
workman has been given one months notiuc in writing 
indicating the reasons for retrenchment or the workman 
has been paid in lieu of such notice, wages for period of 
the notice; (b) the workman has been paid at the time of 
retrenchment compensation which-shall be equivalent to 
15 days average pay for every completed year of 
continuous service or any part thereof in excess of six 
months. 

17. Section 2(aaa) of the I.D.Act lays down the 
manner to calculate the average pay of monthly, weekly or 
daily rated workman. Section 2(aaa) says that average pay 
means the average of the wages payable to a workman in 
the case of monthly paid workman in three completed 
calendar months, in the case of weekly paid workman in 
four completed weeks, in the case of daily paid workman 
in 12 full working days preceding the dale on which the 
average pay becomes payable if the workman had worked 
for three complete calendar months or four complete weeks 
or 12 full working days as the case may be and where such 
calculations cannot be made the average pay shall be 
calculated as the average of wages payable to a workman 
during the period he actually worked, 

18. As per order dated 13-6-06 the service of the 
workman was discontinued on the ground that the 
workman was engaged on daily wage basis in the project 
of UNDP and after reinstatement of the workman in 
compliance of the award dated 2-6-04 passed by the CGI 1, 
Jaipur, the project has been abolished, there was no 
vacancy of class IV employee in KNl IIM and the services 
of the workman were not required. 

19. Admittedly, for one months notice pay, 
retrenchment compensation and 15 days salary, a cheque 
dated 13-6-06 of amount ofRs. 18615 was enclosed with 
the impugned order and the said cheque was received by 
the workman on the said date. 

20. The details of computation of the said amount as 


mentioned in the impugned order arc as below: 

Service period from September, 92 
to May, 06 

14 years 

fotal days considered for average pay 
(15 days X 14) 

210 days 

Wages for 210 days @ Rs.73 per day 

(210x73) 

15330 

One months’notice wages (13x73) 

2120 

Wages for 15 days of June, 06 

(15x73) 

1095 

fotal: 

18615 


21. Upon perusal of the impugned order dated 
13-6-06. it reveals that for computing the average pay the 
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nanagement has 
vorkman front 
completed yeaw-^t^p 
)f the wages 
^s.73 per d»y 
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:ontinuous serv^tw^i^y 

22. In deonton 
[>ehalf of the 
therein was 
was 2 y^rs 8 
Rs. 400 per 
months notice 
provisions 
also entitled 
average 4 >ay' 
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Accordingly, the 
compensatim fbriapef^t 
& was further enfiSed 48^ 
service M^ieh 
Hon’ble Apei 
to petiti<Mier 
In present cape, 


of average p^^i::jp^W|p 
quite distingulhd^pil^^^ 
workman. t 

days averasejae^lj^'j 
service 

compensa'hd^Al'j^pM 

(aaa) avitifi^^^ipi^^B 
the date cht 
be considered,: 

termin^ioR 

that at the.:tll^.tf^Mi 
getting^ Ks.l!w ^ll^«|d 
the scope oftbc-i^^ffl^p; 
to be paid lo.thfi 
13-6-06. 'I'huviy^^W 

computed 
(iovemment of 

24. 

workman eaimbl^lll^HN 
the time of 

the said prOvtl^^^|Hp; 
Court has 
compensation 
is sufficient. 
question as to 
Section 25-F, I 


the service period of the 
2:’to May, 06 & 14 years as 
ijus service. The amount 
■7 has been calculated @ 

1 average pay has been 
5 .of completed years of 

I LR 931 (Raj.) referred to on 
intention of the petitioner 
service of the workman 
&. consolidated salary was 
iCiurt held that in lieu of one 
ttied to Rs. 400 & in view of 
Jtion 25-F of the Act, he was 
ion equivalent to 15 days 
jtleted year of continuous 
' .in access of six months, 
tas entitled for Rs. 400 for 
? ie month for 2 years’ service 
IPO for the remaining part of 
(fhdts. In view of above facts, 
t the amount order to be paid 
lint to which he was entitled. 

IS not regarding computing 
iiuous service for the purpose 
jts of the decision supra are 
EnK lend any support to the 

■It 25-F only envisages that 15. 
Emplctcd years of continuous 
(somputing the retrenchment 
itidn of the average pay u/s 2 
(iSle to a workman preceding 
*5 pay becomes payable is to 
was to be calculated on the 
E’being paid at the time of 
nrt the case of the workman 
i»n on the said date, he was 
s daily wages. It is not within 
I consider what wages ought 
1 before his termination on 
eH on behalf of the workman 
:iisation should have been 
Rs.l30 as fixed by the 
acceptable. 

njcJion 25-F envisages that 
until he has been paid at 
EOmpensation payable under 
■ABIC 697 Hon’ble Raj. High 
payment of retrenchment 
is not necessary, genuine offer 
.L63(Raj.) while considering 
pent by cheque is voilative of 
Cdurt held:- 


“ The cheque is a valid tender, simply bw^ause the 
cheque cannot be encashed on that ye^ diy when 
the termination was effected, that wHihOlxhange 
the situation that the amount ir not paid 
simultaneously.” 

25. In the light of the legal pfoposition}^ down in 
the decisions supra, the cohi^ntion of the 
representative on behalf of tfte workman thal payment b^ 
cheque is voilative of clause (b) of ScctkMi 25-F is ^||p" ■ 
untenable. 

26. In view of above discussions it is ^ 

that while terminating the services of the wod^g^ clause 
(a) & (b) of the 25-F of the I.D.Act have been complied 
with. Therefore, this point is decided against the 

Point No. Ill 

27. It has been contended on behalf of tl^ workm^ 
that the workman was engaged on 17-2-92 A after earlier 
termination on 30-7-94 he was reinstated in comp^nce of 
the award of the Tribunal on 2-1-06. Shri R|i«ptasad wt» 
appointed by the management vide order daKfttd^ 10-95 . In 
this order it has been shown that Sh. 

appointed as peon in KNHPl, Sanganw, M^ur on 
consolidated salary of Rs. 1000 p.m. w.c.F. 1-9-95 &ot bis ; 
appointment functional control will be ofmcddnilproj^ 
coordinator & his services will be purely tafhpQParily ba^S 
till period 29-2-1996. Sh. R^prasad was nwBio ctmfbtned 
vide order dated 3-11-97. He has further contended that 
Sh. Ramprasad was appointed on the pQj4 of peon on 
temporary basis after ezolier teiinination ofworkman & . 
at that time, had the workman been appoinS^ tepl®*^® of 
Sh- Ram Prasad as per provision under Sceti^^rHAtien 
he would have been confirmed in service On 3-1 h 1997jn 
place of Sh. Ramprasad.^ Sh. Ranrprasad wasfti^a^intcd 
as regular employee in the organization at fifst time. In 
earlier award in respect of point no.2, it Nes boro held that 
after termination of the workman new appontbpetits have, 
been made by the non-applicant managcnM bt yiji^tioO 
of Section 25-H of the I.D.Act & point no. 2 .m:the said 
award was decided in favour of the workman. It has been 
contended that at the time of tennination of 
on 13-6-06 Sh. Ramprasad who was juiuortft lSs nmi^ 
has been retained in thejobv^therefore, tfic |Bna^j||ati0n of 
the workman was in violation of Section 25-O^ftfB l.pAct. 
In support of his contention ^ learned t«pi«se^ 
hasrelicdon l996(74)2063,2b07(l)LI.N 120,20! K6)SCC 
585,RI.K2001(1)156. ■ ' '7^^ 

28. Per contra, the leju-ned reprcschwive on behalf 
of the management has contended that services of 
Sh. Ramprasad were discontinued & he was given 
re-appointment on 6-10-95 & he was rcgularraod \^dc order 
dated 19-11-97. He has further contended ftim sm^^ices of 
Sh. Ramprasad were regularized after adopting due 
procedure. The vacancy was published in tbenewspaper 
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but the workman did nirt swbmk any application. He has been made by the non-applicant management in 

further argued ttKtt there is no averments in the claim violation ofSection25-Hof the Act. This contention 

statement regarding violation of Section 25-G of the put forth on behalf of the workman is, therefore, 

l.D.Act. He has also contended that in para 18 of the award accepted and this point is - decided in favour of the 

dated 3-6-04 it has been observed that workman did not workman.” 


disclose name of the junior person. In support of his 
contentions he has referred decisions RLW 2002 (3) 1336, 

1996 (1) U.J. (S.C.) 226, (2006) 6 SCC 221,2002( 1) WLC 
R^j. 501, RLW 1989(2)252. 

29. 1 have given my thoughtful considerations on 
the above submissions & have gone through the decisions 
referred to by both the sides. 

30. Upon perusal of the award dated 3-6-04 it reveals 
that contention of the workman in his claim statement was 
that Sh. Ramprasad & Sh. Narendra Kumar were appointed 
without affording him any opportunity of appointment. In 
para no. 18 of the said award it has been observed:- 

“In the statement of claim, the workman could not 
be able to name those junior employees who were 
retained in the service by the management at the 
tjme of his termination. This fact could not also be 
disclosed in the affidavit of the workman. However, 
in his cross-examination he has pointed out that the 
junior employees to him, viz., Sh. Ram Prasad, Sh. 
Mohan Singh and Sh. Babu Lai are still working 
with the management. But in the statement of claim, 
he has named Sh. Ram Prasad Sharma as a fresh 
hand who was appointed after his termination. 
Therefore, firstly, the version of the workman on 
this point is self-contradictory and, secondly, no 
corroborating evidence could be brought on the 
record to support his submission that the juniors to 
him were retained in the employment by the 
management at the time of his termination. Hence, 
this submission made on behalf <rfthe workman is 
negatived.” 

31.1 n para 20 of the award dated 3-6-04, it has been 
further observed: 

“The workman has pointed out in his statement of 
claim that Sh. Ram Prasad Sharma & Sh. Narendra 
Kumar Sharma were appointed after his termination. 
MW-2 Sh. Baleshwar Prasad in reply to a question 
put by the Ld. Representative for the workman has 
admitted that after 30-7-94, the new appointments 
have been made, but he is unable to point out the 
number of such appointments.” 

32. In para 21, it has also been observed:- 

“In this manner, the submission made on behalf of 
the workman stands corroborated from the 
deposition of the management witnesses and the 
evidence on the record lead to infer that after the 
termination of the workman, new appointments have 


33. As per paras 20 & 21 of the award dated 3-6-04 
after termination of the services of the workman on 
30-7-94, fresh hands were given appointments & it has 
been held in the said award that new appointment have 
been made by the non-applicant management in violation 
of Section 25-H of the Act. 

34. In present case, the workman in his claim 
statement has not disclosed the names of the persons 
who were junior to him. However in rejoinder, he has 
disclosed that Sh. Ramprasad, Mohan, Bherulal workmen 
were junior to him & they have been regularized. In para 2 
of the affidavit he has deposed that Sh. Ramprasad who 
was junior to him was appointed on 15-4-94 & he was 
regularized on 19-11-97. 

35. Section 25-G requires the employer to ordinarily 
retrench the workman who was last person to be employed 
in a particular category of workmen. This rule predicate 
that the workman retrenched belongs to a particular 
category & rule is to be applied with reference to the 
category of workmap. 

36. Admittedly, the services of the workman were 
earlier terminated on 30-7-94 & Sh. Ramprasad was 
appointed on 6-10-95 & he was confirmed on 3-11 -97. The 
workman was reinstated on 2-1-06. In 2011(6) SCC 585, 
Hon’ble Court has held that the status acquired by a 
workman on reinstatement is the same status held by the 
workman prior to termination of his service. Thus, the 
status acquired by the workman on his reinstatement was 
the same which he was having at the time of termination of 
his service on 30-7-94. 

37. It is not the case of the workman that he was a 
confirmed employee at the time of his termination on 
30-7-94. After reinstatement the workman has acquired the 
status of temporary cl^s IV employee which he was having 
at the time of initial appointment on 10-2-92. The 
appointment & regularization ol the workman Sh. 
Ramprasad have been done during the period when the 
workman was not in job. When the services of the workman 
were terminated on 30-7-94, the workman was working as 
temporary class IV employee whereas Sh. Ramprasad was 
a confirmed class IV employee, therefore, it cannot be said 
that when the services of the workman were retrenched, 
Sh. Ramprasad was the last person working as temporary 
class IV employee in the category of temporary class IV 
employee. 

38. As regards, Sh. Mohan & Sh. Bherulal said to be 
juniors to the workman, the workman has not disclosed 
their names in the statement of claim. In his affidavit, he 
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lAct In 1996 (74) FLR2063 
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i >ns drawn in respect of point 
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ement was in violation of the 
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42. Award as ^o«e, 


43 . ixK a award be sent to Central 

Government fer ii/s 17( 1) of the I. D. Act. 

"i'KypUROHlT, Presiding Officer 
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[U 12012/79/2007- m (4t-Il)J 

•?Tbn TTR, 3?3«im adfv^- 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2012 

S.O. 2102.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. CGUV 
NGP/57/2008 ) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Nagpur now as ^howfn in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute bciwcca the employers 
in relation to the management of Bank of India and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 18-5-2012. 

[No. L-12012/79/2007-IR (B-H)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURi: 

BEFORE SHRl J.P. CHAND, PRF:SII>II^ OI^ICRR» 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURGOURr» 

NAGPUR 

ease No.CGIT/NGP 757/2008 , I>ate: 19-04-2012 

Party No. 1 : The Asstt. General Manager, 

Bank of India, Zona! Office, 

S.V. Pate! Marg, Nagpur. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 . Shri Milind 

S/o Madhukarrao Deshpande 
C/o. $ait.L.M. (jandhi,' 

Pfat no, 170, Bh ulcshwar KB^r, 

Nr. Lai School, Gimgabai Gh^ Roadx 


AW4i8» 

(Dated: April, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“fli'e Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred tN industrial 
dispute between the employers, in rptation to the 
management of Bank of India and their workman 
Shri Millind Deshpande, for adjudication, as per letter 
No. L-12012/79/2007-lR (B-II) dated 24-10-2007, with the 
following schedule:— 
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“Whether the action of the management of Bank of 
India in terminating the services of Shri Millind M. 
Despande by way of awarding punishment of 
compulsory retirement on the ground of non¬ 
improvement of his conduct and behaviour is legal, 
justified and proper? If not, what relief is entitled 
to?’’ 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri Millind M. 
Deshpande, (‘the workman” in short), filed the statement 
of claim and the management of the Bank of India, (“Party 
No. I” in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman is that he came to be 
appointed in the Bank at its Gondia Branch, as a clerk- 
cum-cashier on 29-9-1998, on compassionate ground, as 
his father, who was working in the bank died in harness on 
11-1-1996 and he was made perm^ent, after completion 
of the probationary period of six months and then he was 
transferred to Lakhandur Branch of the Bank and then he 
was posted as computer Tenor operator at Shironcha 
Branch and then he was transferred to Chandrapur Branch 
and Rajura Branch and the party no. 1 initiated a 
disciplinary actioii against him vide charge sheet dated 
3-3-2006 containing two charges under clauses 5(c) and 
5(j) of the Bipartite Settlement, on the allegations that on 
3-2-2006, he reported at Chandrapur Branch of the Bank in 
an inebriated condition and he was found not in a position, 
physically and mentally to carry the remittance of funds 
from currency, chest to Shironch Branch and one 
Shri P.D. Gupte was appointed as the enquiry officer to 
enquire into the charges and the enquiry officer submitted 
his findings on 15-5-2006, holding both the charges to 
have been proved against him and the Disciplinary 
Authority, without application of judicious mind, 
mechanical accepted the findings and vide order dated 30- 
6-2006 awarded the punishment of compulsory retirement 
and he filed an appeal against the order of punishment, 
before the Appellant Authority, but the same was dismissed 
by the Appellant Authority on 23-11-2006 and the 
allegations made against him did not support charge no. 2 
and the punishment awarded against him is not proper, 
legal and justified and there is no evidence on record to 
support or substantiate the second charge and the findings 
of the enquiry officer are perverse and the punishment is 
harsh and shockingly disproportionate. 

3. The party no.I in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was in habit of consuming 
alcohol and many a times, the branch manager and other 
staff members had counseled him to desist from reporting 
duty under the influence of alcohol, but the request had 
fallen in to the deaf ears of the workman and no 
improvement was shown by him and on 3-2-2006, in the 
morning, the workman reported at Chandrapur Branch in 


an inebriated condition and on that day, he was deputed 
to collect cash from currency chest and to carry the same 
to Shironcha Branch and the condition of the workman 
was so dangerous that even the cuncncy chest officer 
decided not to handover the cash to him and as such, it 
was constrained to initiate the departmental enquiry 
against the workman, as his acts amounted to grave 
misconduct under clauses 5(c) and 5(^i) of the Bipartite 
Settlement and charge sheet was issued on 3-3-2006 and 
the workman received the charge sheet on 8-3-2006 and 
the enquiry officer, Shri P.D. Gupte fixed the enquiry on 
27-4-2006 and on 27-4-2006, the workman appeared before 
the enquiry officer and when the contents of the charge 
levelled against the workman were read over and explained 
to him and he was asked to plead guilty or not guilty, the 
workman admitted the charges and in view of the admission 
of the charges by the workman, the enquiry officer closed 
the enquiry and submitted his report on 15-5-2006 and a 
show-cause notice was issued to the workman regarding 
the proposed punishment on 22-5-2006 and after granting 
an opportunity of personal hearing to the workman, the 
punishment of compulsory retirement was imposed against 
him and the action taken by it is justified, proper and legal 
and as the workman admitted the charges, the question of 
giving of findings by the enquiry officer by analyzing the 
evidence doesn’t arise. 

4. As this is a case of compulsory retirement of the 
workman from services, after holding a departmental 
enquiry, the validity of the departmental enquiry was taken 
as a preliminary issue for consideration and by order dated 
11-7-2011, the departmental enquiry held against the 
workman was found to be legal, proper and in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the order of 
compulsory retirement passed against the workman was 
not judicious and the bare perusal of the action impugned, 
it can be found that the termination of the services of the 
workman was given effect to, without looking into the 
young age, past record and the circumstances in which, 
the workman was appointed in the bank and the action is 
neither justified nor proper and the same is also not legal 
and the workman was charged under clause 5(c), for 
drunkenness or riotous or disorderly or indecent 
behaviour on the premises of the bank and under clause 
5(j), for doing an act prejudicial to the interest of the bank 
or gross negligence or negligence involving or likely to 
involve the bank in serious loss and both the said charges 
were mainly based on the allegation that on 3rd February, 
2006, the workman reported at Chandrapur branch of the 
bank in w inebriated condition and he was found not to 
be in a position physically and mentally to carry the 
remittance of funds from currency chest to Shironcha 
branch and on plain reading of the aforesaid allegations, it 
can be found that the allegations do not support charge 
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BaM 2008 II CLR-338 (ChairtB^ 

@oparaju) and2008-n CLR<5|7 of 

Uflibn Vs. Bank of Baroda). 

7. Oft perusal of the documcmts pF0ch»(ted 
parties relating to die depmimeiliil enquiry 
the workman, h is found that chte^es cbHiites 5(c) 
and 5G) of the MetsoriaulteM of Settlem^ ifoted 
10-4-2002 were levelled against the for 

eommission of alleged n^onthict of‘'Drunl^M^ or 
riotous or disorderly or indec^t behaviour in tl^ bank 
and ‘‘dfting amy ad p^didal • 

titer biidc. or gross negligence oir ncgligeiii^®^^ttfe 
ter likely to involve the bank in serious kisS;’ 

workman appearedbe^e 
27>;4^^6 and when the 
; he-accepted th€- eyii^$>--ite. vy<»^ 

thr c^aiges and thereafter, docim^s 
officer were 

the viqrkmaR was supplied wUb 1 

do^hil^te and a^r verifica^ of 

gave oat diat the aiditenttcity ^' 

the docunMtes »‘e not doubted and when thiSi wdtdian 
wKi'tllked to produce evidence in his define, the > 
workman gave his statement admitting of consQintng 
liquor while attending duty, due to his disturbed mental 
state for family tension. The enquiry officer, due to the 
admission of the charges by the workman, ei^ed the 
enquiry and submitted his report on 15-5-20Q6/Cmpefusail 
of the enquiry report, it is found that the enqday ^G^fieer 
has imalyzed the evidence produced by the nUmli^^ot 
during the enquiry and based his findings such 
evidence and so also on the admission of the^wotiuiten. 

At this juncture, 1 think it proper to meftliosiabout 
the submission made by the learned advocilted iG^ the 
workman that the allegations made against theAUodemah 
do not support charge no. 2 and ch^gc no. 2 tsinM ht alia 
char^ and both the charges levelled againstdte^oikman, 
are not only antithetical but are also mutually Inclusive 
and as such, the findings of the enquiry officertetelHegal. 
However, after going throu^ tite charge issued 
^ain^ the workman, it is found that in this 
chaing^s are neither antithetical nor rmrtuaity 
The vi'brkman in this case has admitted 
Att^bdihg duty of the bank hy ^ woriimsm li^^;|^i^ipY 
condition certainly comes under the misconcl^of i^tng 
an act prejudicial to the interest of the Bank'^ii^ditl^ the 
misconduct of drunkenness Qn#e prem»^ lg^^^|^mk, 

In the decision reported in the decision {ib|^ed in 
1995IILLN-508 (Supra), the workman, who was working 
in Adinath Sahakari Bank as a Cashier made oy^payment 
and charges of gross negligence of work, distumesty and 
commission of act subversive of discipline wbm levelled 
against him and the Hon'ble High Court, while considering 
the case was pleased to hold that, “Dishonesty necessarily 
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requires advcricnce of mind and an intention to cause 
wrongful loss to the employer and wrongful gain to the 
employee himself or to someone else. In strak contrast, 
gross negligence can arise only when there is utter lack of 
advertence to the base requisites of precaution to be 
observed while discharging duty. If one Is guilty of 
dishonesty in a transaction, it cannot be postulated that 
one is also grossly negligent in the said transaction. 

fhe two heads of misconduct are not only 
antithetical but arc also mutually exclusive.” 

However, this is not so in the present case at hand. 
As the factr and circumstances of the case referred in the 
decision, arc quite different from the facts and 
circumstances of the present case, with respect, 1 am of 
the view that the decision cited by the learned advocate 
lor the workman has no application to the present case. 

1 Icncc, there is no force in the submissions made by the 
learned advocate for the workman on that score. 

8. In the decision reported in 2008 II CLR-338 (Supra), 
the 1 lon'bic Apex Court have held that, " Indian Evidence 
Act. 1872-S-.38-l’nquiry-Admission by delinquent- Held 
that charges having been admitted by respondent - 
delinquent were not required to be proved.” 

In the decision reported in 2008 II CER-557 (Supra), 
the I lon'ble High Court of Judicature at Madras have held 
that. “I leld that Bank is not precluded from holding enquiry 
or from relying on admission and imposing punishment- 
Kemoval ol employee from service, based on admission, 
not open to challenge.” 

In the decision reported in2002(93)FI>R-245(Supra), 
the llon'ble High Court of Andhra Pradesh (Pull Bench) 
have held (hat. “Domestic enquiry-An admission by a 
party to proceeding-Is binding on him proprio vigerc.” 

1 or the reasons mentioned above and applying the 
principles enunciated by the llon’ble Apex Court and 
I lon'bic High Courts in the decisions mentioned above to 
the present case at hand, it is found that the findings of 
the enquiry officer are not perverse and the same are also 
not illegal. 

9. So lot the proportionality of punishment is 
concerned, grave misconducts have been proved against 
the workman in a properly conducted departmental 
enquirv. 1 he workman was an oHlcer of the bank and in 
the banking business, every employee shall, at all times, 
lakes all possible steps to ensure and protect the interest 
of the bank and do nothing which is unbecoming of a 
bank oflkial. But the workman committed misconducts 
against the interest of the bank and unbecoming of a bank 
officer. Hence, the punishment of compulsory retirement 
imposed against the workman cannot be said to be not 
commensurate with the misconduct proved against him. 
I Icnce. it is ordered 

OKDKK 

fhe action of the management of Bank of India in 
termiltating the services ol Shri Millind M. Deshpande by 


way of awarding punishment of compulsory retirement on 
the ground of non-improvement of his conduct & 
behaviour is legal, justified and proper. The workman is 
not entitled to any relief. 

J, P. CHANI), Presiding Officer 
25 2012 

2103,-3t1tiini4> 1947 ( 1947 

^ 14 ) ^ 17 ^ 

TTlgTI 

83/04 ^ y+lH/ld ^ 

tHfqiK ^ 18-5 ■■ 201 2 TTRT '^331 5411 

[Ji. 17012/19/2001 331^ 3TR II 1 
3TE. 3T5^7FT 

New Delhi, the 25th May. 2012 
S.O. 2103.- —In pursuance of .Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (.14 ol 1947). the C.'entral 
(lovcmmcnt hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CO 11 A/ 
883/04 New) of the Central Government industrial 1 ribunal/ 
Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as show n in the Annexure 
in the industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Life Insurance Corporation of India 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 18-5-2012. 

[No.L-17012 19./200MR(B-1I)1 
SHEESH RAM. Section Ofneer 

ANNEXURK 

UEKORETHE CENTRAL (JOVERNMENI 
INDUSTRIALTRIBLNAl^CUM-LA BOHR COURT, 
AHMEDABAD 

Present : 

Binay Kumar Sinha, Presiding Officer 
CGri-cum-I,abour Court, 

Ahmedabad, Dated 18-4-2012 

Referenec: CGIT Aof 883 of 2004 New 

The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

LK? olTndia, Bhavnagar Division, 

Jeevan Prakash, Ncelambaug Circle, 

Bhavnagar (Gu jarat)- 364002, 

.First Party 

And their workman 

Smt. Champaben Shamjibhai Kalavadiya 
C/o. Shram ik Sangh, 115, Kaveri. 

Corporation. Navapara. 

Bhavnagar (Gujarat)-364001. 

.Second Parly 

for the first party Shri K. V. Gadhia, Advocate 

For the second parly None 
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The CehM 


slew Delhi dated 
)y clause (d) 
lection K) 
Indusfrial 

isfollows:- 



snt/Government of India/ 
LnO 12/19/200 l-IR(B-II) 
percise of power conferred 
01) and sub-section 2 A of 
i? referred the dispute to 
D (Gujarat) for adjudication 
ference under the schedule 


“Whether’tlte The management of LIC of 

IndBa of Smt. Champaben 

Sham>thliai.^^|M^inatea^ of regularizing at par 
W^es^re^irlwdyebs is justified? If not, what 
relief is entitled to?” 


2 fhe .parthts od 

Consequent 
respective 

submitted ^ 

in the office 

Bhavnt^ asdpiil^,l»t!^M0tkt 

month ly eftSiS. 

but on l 

amounts to 

provisrpns ofTjH 

continuing w«^ jllfeipbe 

without any 

which is iitier 

She dentstdfed 

paid that she 

has been 

illegal, isnwaW^IMtel^ 
back wages ‘ 

relief which 

’ .. SL-i 


Statement at Ext. 
and the refen^i^Jt?il 
workman wais^ph^lMi^ 
worker and 

workman had 

but she W8S^i|Dt0Mffi 

not absoHi^it|t;«9^ 

workmim 

Civil Judgo 

raaintainable.'^t|il 

the allegatiofim^jp 


of the 'aUeghdmtf 

been made.£9-dlii)ajn|^KfC 

not enthicd 

behalf of t^e 


:ice in this reference case, 
h sides appeared and file 
second party workman 
: Ext. 3 that she was working 
HI Cinema, Mahua District, 
ir since 1992 and was getting 
e was working with loyalty 
yremoved from service that 
ictice and violation of the 
her. case is that she was 
af LIC since last 7 years but 
5 was removed from service 
principle of natural justice, 
tement but no any heed was 
. On these grounds prayer 
le order of his removal being 
e relief of reinstatement with 
n service and to any other 
tied. 

eaded inter-alia in its written 
rkman has no cause of action 
mtainable the second party 
f the Lie rather was a casual 
tc was deployed for cleaning 
flSce. Further case is that the 
X)St of sweeper on 19-4-2000 
n Interview and so she was 
ht. Further case is that the 
No. 277/2000 in the court of 
it the suit was not found 
' management has denied all 
ra 1 to para 6 of the statement 
^ workman has to strict proof 
On these scores prayer has 
erence since the workman is 
S per claim made at para 7. As 
1 of the statement of claim on 
management as many as 7 


documents were filed with list at Ext. 7 which Ae Ext. 7/1 to 
7/7 the second party workman also filed 10 documents as 
per list Ext. 12 which are school leaving certificate 12/1, 
50% disability certificate 12/2, economically backward 
certificate Ext. 12/3, Employment Exchange r^istration 
card 12/4, demand notice Ext. 12/5, Ext. 12/6 two office 
copy of the demand notice, Ext. 12/7 acknowte^cment 
due of sending demand notice, Ext. 12/8 regi^ration. receipt 
of sending demand notice, Ext. 12/9 is payfneirt vouchers 
regarding payment of wages by the department of LIC to 
Ae workman and the copy of Ae written st^ement of the 
Lie filed in Civil Suit No. 277/2000 Ext. 12710., 

4. After filing of Aose documents by boA sides. 
The record was being fixed for leading evkfence by the 
second party workman in support of her staleinent of claim 
but the workman did not appear to make contest aid left 
parivy in this case since long. 

5. The notices were sent to the second party 
workman from the previous court on several occasions 
lastly fresh notice was also issued to the wmkman when 
the case record received in this tribunal on tnmsfer but in 
spite of all efforts made to procure attendance/ 
representation of the workman in this case, all went in 
vain. The second party workman did not Aow any interest 
in this case to make contest. 

6.1'he pleading of the workman as per statement of 
claim is not substantive piece of evidence. Nfore so the 
documents filed at Ext. 12 does not also support such 
contention of the second party workman that she cmnpletcd 
more than 240 days of work in every calendar yc 2 u and 
also in the calendar preceding his termination. The first 
party management of LIC had denied all'the claim of 
workman. On the other hand from the pipings of the 
first party and also documents at Ext. 7 go to show that 
the second party workman was a casual/part time sweeper 
deployed for work for cleaning and sweeping and was 
being paid wages through vouchers and no employer 
employee relationship is established. From vowhers it 
also appears that there is no evidence on the record 1b 
support the case of the workman*. More so tlw workman 
herself left to make contest in this case by absehtiftg herself 
smee long and in spite of repeated notices issued, no 
legal’evidence have been adduced onbohalf of the 
workman. 

For the reasons noted above, I find that Ae reference 
is not maintainable and the workman has po cause of action 
and that there is no merit in this reference and Ae workman 
is not entitled to get any relief so this rcfcrciwe is fit to be 
dismissed for non-prosecution. It is, therefore. 

ORDER 

That this reference is dismissed for iwi’-fw'osecution 
by the second party workman. 

This is my award. 
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Let copies of the award be sent to the appropriate 
Government for publication. 

BINAY KUMAR SINHA, Presiding Officer 

25 'Ri, 2012 

w.an. 2 i 04 .- 3 Mfwf^ 3 TM^, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ VT3I 17 ^ -^TT^ tT«T ^ 

rH^l'4+T 3ftT 

■ 4 ' ■4' m<h\{ afNfIfw 

3Tffich<u|/^ ^ H-clld ^*091 171/03) 

^ ^ ti< 4 )K 25-5-2012 ITI^ 

^3TT 8TT( 

[U ^-4I012/l49/2003-3TT^3m (^-I)] 

t4?i Rt6, ^r4=hi0 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2012 

S.O. 2104,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 171 /03) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Central Railway and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 25- 
5-2012. 

[No. L-41012/149/2003-IR (B-I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFX)RE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/171/03 

Presiding Officer: Shri MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN 

Shri Rameshwar, 

S/o Shri Jumman, 

Near Collector Bangla, 

Civil Line, 

Sagar(MP) Workman 

Versus 

Divisional Railway Manager, 

Central Railway, ^ 

Jabalpur Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 9th day of May, 2012 

1. rhc Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide its Nolilication No.L-41012/149/2003-lR(B-I) dated 
22-10-03 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
by this tribunal:- 

“Whcthcr the action of the management of Divisional 


Railway Manager, Central Railway, Jabalpur in 
terminating the services of Shri Rameshwar, S/o 
Jumman, Ex. Safaiwala w.e.f. 6-5-97 is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to?” 

2. The workman appeared in person as well as 
through his lawyer in the reference case on 11-3-2004. 
Thereafter on several dates, the case was pending for filing 
his statement of claim but the statement of claim was not 
filed. Lastly the workman died on 5-3-05. Thereafter the 
legal heirs filed an application to substitute them in the 
reference case in place of the workman which was allowed 
on 7-9-09 and they were directed to file statement of claim 
in the case. But the legal heirs also did not file the statement 
of claim inspite of several opportunity granted to them. 
Lastly the reference case proceeded ex-parte against the 
legal heirs on 9-2-2011. 

3. fhe management also appeared in the case but 
did not file any Written Statement. I'he learned counsel 
for the management has submitted that no dispute is raised 
by the deceased workman while he was alive and the same 
is also hot raised by the legal heirs by II ling any statement 
of claim. As such there is no dispute between the parties. 
It is submitted that the reference be accordingly answered. 

4. Considering the circumstances of the case, it 
appears that now there is no dispute in existence between 
the parties and it is a case of no dispute. Accordingly the 
reference is answered. 

5. In the result, no dispute award is passed without 
any order to costs. 

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN, Presiding Officer 
25 2012 

W.3TT. 3TMto, 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ »TRT 17 ^ 3T5HTFt 4-\ '‘TTTcftF 

3t^V 4 -4 f4f^ "F ft™ 3lr?irfw 

3TffiTOT/?TF^TOFTF,'3HFrgT^FFT2 lX/2011 ) 

25 5 2012 fift 

^3T1 «TTI 

[F. Ti^-12011/36/2010 3TT^3TR(4t l)i 

t4?i fm, arfTOft 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 3012 

S.O. 2105.—In pursuance ol'Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the C'cntral 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 18/2011) 
of the Central Government Industrial 1 ribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
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ndustrial Dispui^ti((^W5W^;fc of State Bank 

India and received by the Central 

}ovemment«Y25-5T20Tl.l 

/36/2010-1R (B-I)] 
.'RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


BEFORE tHE 

industrial; tili 


a. GOVERNMENT 

Fum-labour court, 
Fur 


o.CGIT/IX:ai/tli^lt 


>l^sid!ng0^fleef ^a^l»)ig|^D. SHAKIR HASAN 

jenerai Secretary, K, 

[>ainik Vetw BNc^l^lBi^l^rnrichan 
Sangathan, 7-t, 

3pp. Engg. CoHe^, I 

LJjjain . ' • W( 


... Workman 


, f^ersus 


Managing Direar^ 

State Bank of liidkli 
Head Office, 5» ■ 

ndore 


... Management 


‘PastK^ 09 il^th day of May, 2012 


1. The pf i 

dde its Notffipl^pl|Nd.T|inil2(l 
10-3-2011 has rff«nr4| thi 
idjudication by difo :t 

“WKethpi^ Mon 

State DM df 
Shrr Sati^ 

legal M T: 


ndia, Ministry of Labour 
11/36/2010-1 R(B-I) dated 
; following dispute for 

of the management of 
erminating the services of 
ih effect from 11-1 -2009 is 
» what relief the Union/ 


2. The Kushwaha appeared 

in the case on filed an application dated 

20-1-2012 

to contest the itfciiMlId the same be dismissed. 

3. ThcminMmM^alsomoti^ but not appeared 
in the case. ^ j 


4. The 

workman has riiaii^ 

Bhogi Karmchtri $an|bif^iai] 
CGIT/LG/R/Ig/Zrtl Sji^br! 
cases the smie is 

has stated therdnjM^^ w 
Shri Ram Nagwft^L 
Bhogi Bank 

the manage mM'^tlMl^ii^ '^^ 
w.e f. l4-i0-26flMip|9n 


120-1-2012 shows that the 
utes through Dainik Vetan 
a which are reference No.. 
:/LC/R/43/2011 .Inboththe 
filed by the workman. He 
ithdrawing the authority of 
I ^cretary of Dainik Vetan 
I. He has further stated that 
dy taken him in employment 
;the case be dismissed. This 


clearly shows that the dispute of termination has already 
been resolved between the parties and now therds no 
dispute in existence. It also shows that the worieman does 
not want to raise any dispute as he is in employment of 
the Bank. Under the circumstances discussed-above, the 
reference is accordingly answered. 

5. In the result, no dispute award is passed without 
any order to costs. 

6. Let the copies of the award be sent to the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour & Employment 
as per rules. 

MOHD. SHAKIR HASAN. PresidingOtllccr 
25 1?^, 2012 

■^.W. 2106.1947 (1-947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ ■4’. wmi 

^ -STsfqtra ^ 3frt -5^ 

«h44)KT ^ 3tVj)ni+ 

294/1999) ^ y^hlFvid t. ^ TOiR ^ 
18-5 2012 R^'SnRT^3TT«?TI 

[■R.T^-17012/15/1999 3n^3IR(^ 11)1 
fltTl UR, 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2012 

S.O. 2106.—In pursuance of Secliori 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947),, die Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 294/ 
1999) of the Central Government Industrial TribtmalA.abour 
Court, Kanpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the Employers inretotion the 
management of National Insurance Co. Ltd., imd their 
workman, which was received by the Central Gov^ment 
on 18-5-2012. 

[No. L-17012/15/1999-IR (B-lI)l 
SHEESH RAM, Sectimi Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI RAM PARKASH, H,K, 
PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CENTRALGOVERNMENTINDUSIWAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LADORCOUin; 

KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 294 of 1999 
In the matter of dispute between— 

The State Vice President, 

U.P. Generallnsurance Empis. Union, 
426W-ll,BasantVihar, 

Kanpur 

And 
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National Insurance Company Limited, 
The Regional Manager, 

NIC Ltd, Regional Office, 

Halwasiaya Court, Hazaratganj, 
Lucknow 

AWARD 


1. Central Government, MOL, New Delhi, vide 
notification no. L-17012/15/99-IR(B-II) dated 22-10-99, has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication to this 
tribunal— 

2. Whether the action of the Regional Manager of 
National Insurance Company Limited for non payment of 
salary at the prescribed rate & non absorption of Sh. Ram 
Pratap is legal and justified? If not, what relief the 
concerned workman is entitled to? 

3. Brief facts of the case are as under— 

4. In the public sector undertaking like the opposite 
party. Government of India had put a ban on fresh 
recruitment since the year 1984 and as a result of it the 
recruitment in the opposite party was stopped whereas 
the work in the opposite party continued to increase. In 
order to cope up with the increased work, opposite party 
started appointing temporary hands, who were not shown 
in the muster rolls and thus were not included in the regular 
staff strength of the opposite party. The claimant Ram 
Pratap was also appointed by the opposite party in 
subordinate cadre at its Transport Nagar Branch on 
17-6-87. The claimant was required to work for full hours 
at the above branch and was also required to perform all 
the duties of the nature of subordinate staff. The claimant 
worked at the aforesaid branch of the company from 
16-6-87 to 31-5-89, when the services of the applicant 
abruptly terminated in utter disregard of rules of natural 
justice and thus he was neither paid any retrenchment 
compensation nor notice pay. The tribunal has rendered 
an award dated 3-3-97 in favour of the claimant and in 
compliance thereto the opposite party reinstated the 
workman who reported on duty on 19-12-97 at the 
company’s 'fransport Nagar Branch Kanpur. The opposite 
party is taking full day’s work of a subordinate staff from 
the applicant since 10-12-97, but instead of making 
payment of salary at the prescribed scale of pay the claimant 
is being paid Rs.l5 per day excluding Sundays and 
holidays, fhc opposite party is an instrumentality of state 
as covered under Article of 14 of constitution of India; it 
has again indulged in unfair labour practice by taking full 
day’s work from the claimant and not paying salary at the 
prescribed scale of pay. Besides the opposite party has 
not taken steps to regularize the services of the claimant 
as the company did in many such cases of temporary 
employees, fherefore, the opposite party has discriminated 
the claimant in the matter of regularization of his services, 
fherefore, the action of the opposite party in not making 


5137 


payment at the prescribed rate and not regularizing the 
services of the claimant is illegal and unjust. The claimant 
Vas given a few names in sub Para (ii) of Para 17 of the 
statement of claim alleging that other temporary employees 
of the company had been regularized after their absorption. 
On the basis of above it has been prayed that the action of 
the opposite party be held to be illegal and unjustified 
entitling the claimant to be paid on prescribed scale and 
he should also be absorbed like other workmen by (he 
opposite party. 

5. Opposite party has contested the claim of liic 
claimant and they have filed a very lengthy reply running 
into 72 pages. In most of the Para thc/c is repetition of the 
facts and also in most ofthe paragraph ruling of the various 
High Courts and even Hon’ble Apex Court has been cited 
by the representative of the company which cannot be 
appreciated under any circumstances and is also against 
the rule of pleadings. 

6. Opposite party has contested the claim of the 
claimant interalia on a number of grounds, opposing the 
claim of the claimant. It has been admitted by the opposite 
party that the claimant has been reinstated in the service 
of the company in the same capacity with same wages 
which were being drawn by him at the time of retrenchment 
by an order / award of tribuna} in Industrial Dispute No, 7 
of 93, It is alleged that the management is utilizing the 
services of the workman on daily wages, hence . eestion 
of payment of salary in prescribed pay scale and his 
absorption in the permanent service does not arise. 
Concerned workman was never employed by the 
management in any capacity and that ihc workman) is not 
entitled for payment of salary' applicable to an employee 
of the company as he never worked against any regular 
vacancy or against any permanent post. It is also alleged 
that the service condition of the company as are applicable 
to regular and permanent employee arc not applicable in 
the case of the workman who was merely a casual labour. 
The workman had never been governed by the rules/ 
regulation of the company nor was he ever issued any 
appointment letter for the post in subordinate cadre. 
Workman has failed to file relevant particulars in support 
of his claim. The management has no right to appoint the 
workman on regular and permanent post. There arc set 
rules and regulation for making permanent and regular 
employee of the company and since the workman wa5 
never subjected to siich rules he is not entitled to become 
regular and permanent employee of the opposite party. 
Workman concerned was never sponsored through 
employment exchange and was, never interviewed for 
empanelling his name as per laid down procedure, under 
these circumstances question of absorption of the claimant 
in the subordinate category on permanent basis docs not 
arise at all. It is alleged that selection process the 
management is prerogative of the opposite party and the 
workman cannot be allowed to challenge the authority of 
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; management seeking hti^i^sorption. The claim of the 
)rkman is highly bellh^^iWiS stale. Workman has no 
'ht or lien oii ahy permanent post and the 

rim of the wodcm^<^Jba!ieless and beyond the 
4sdiction of the it has been prayed 

: claim ofthc w«l(ihabjb^jdli» ‘ 

7. Claimant has also^^j^ rejoinder but nothing new 

s been pleaded reiterating the facts 

'eady pleaded by Nhti i^he ch im petition. 

8. Claimant has ,j^t^ pertain documents vide list 
ted 28< I <02. TliesedjEk^^ip^tS are award of CGIT in the 
aresaid case no;7/^ia^d|^y of letters etc, which will 

discussed if^r)iP|raf at the time of analysis, 
aimant has als.0 ftfi^'$^do(;uments vide list dated 
-10-03. . 

9. Both thc.^pait|es^^'i^ adduced oral evidence, 
aimant has addkjpedhhtlsalfas W.W.I Sri Ram Pratap. He 
iS also adduced oc»e wihiptu >h'.W.2 Sri Gulab Chandra 

(j jpta. 

10. ()pposite party;ibas adduced one Sri Amit 
ivastava, DiviskHudMfrgl^ 

11.1 have he!ad dteS 9 |^m^nt|at length and perused 
e record darefulfy. ' 

12. 1'hc only short digestion to be decided in this 


Whether a wrn^ui^ yjdio]^ reinstated under 

the order of tl^'^trUii^l in the same capacity from 
where he was remoy^iah be absorbed / regu lar i zed 
and whether the prescribed pay 

scale as are given tb^ n^ular employees. 

13. It is a faeCtlHit h|P workman was engaged in 
nployment by the on daily wage basis. It 

also not in services of the workman 

:re disengaged and ^ of the award passed by 

e tribunal in favcniH* of the workman was 

en^ged on the job on; basis when he was 

smissed. Since theVroddiM^ Is hieing paid wages on daily 
te basis as prescribed ('ompany. 

14.1 have cxMaino^llbxiral evidence adduced by 
nh the parties. It ^ i>y the workman W.W. I 

at he; has not giveoaf^Ol^ibciition for regularization of 
s services bcfpire;,oi^ tljupority of the opposite party 
anagement. 

15. fhe ondy contlNf^t^ O'the workman that he has 
len continuo^fy die opposite for a long 

;riod and he is woikbigl^^t whole day so he should 
^ regularized andTiii6ldib|iMn( should also be given 
tljc prescribed scale^Ofthef^^lnr employees. For this the 
orkman has retied upon g decision of the Hon'bie Apex 
ourt which is 200H^b Supreme Court Gujarat 

griculturc Univt^ty f ;alhore Labu Bechar and 

hers. In this csraE::^4ld<P^ble Apex Court has found 
at if work is take4.^<tlH^ ein]>toyer continuously from 


e Apex Court has found 
>loyer continuously from 


ily wage wotk^ for a'lpirg number of years without 


considering the regularization for its llnancialigain as 
against employees' legitimate claim, has been held by this 
court repeatedly as unfair labour practice. 

16. In the given facts and circumstances of tl^ case 
situation is otherwise, ^ow the workman has been 
reinstated under the order of the court/lribunal. But when 
he was reinstated his status was of a casual labour. Now 
putting number of years under the directions of tribunal, 

I think it will not confer any status of a regular employee 
of the company. There is no such provision in the Industrial 
Disputes Act where a tribunal can accord a sUttUs to a 
persem who has been retrenched. A right which has accrued 
to him under the provisions of the Act has already been 
fulfilled by the award of the tribunal which has been 
complied by the opposite party. It is true that in these hard 
days it is very unfortunate for the workman that he is still 
getting wages at the rate at which he was retrenched i.c. 
Rs. 15 per day which is very very low. I think it is for the 
government to frame some rules and regutations Tor such 
type of employees who was retrenched and rein^ated by 
the order of the court/tribunal so that they can give a 
dignified life in a democratic country like India. It was also 
observed by my learned predecessor in I.I).No.298 of 99 in 
the matter General Insurance Employees Association 
versus National Insurance Company, wherein the learned 
presiding officer observed that the workman who is being 
paid very low is therefore, entitled to receive at the rales 
prescribed by the authorities from lime to time. Therefore, 
the opposite party/governmenl should c.onsidcr the 
grievance of such employees like the workman by framing 
certain regulations so that they may lead dignified life. 

17. It is a fact that his name was not called from 
employment exchange and he was iiot engaged against 
any regular or sanctioned post,, he was not interviewed 
and no prescribed procedure was followed while en^ging 
him, therefore. If he is asked to be regularized th«l definitely 
then there will be breach of certain regulations and 
according to doctrine of expectation it will distinguish 
certain rights of other candidates who arc in the queue. 

18. Workman has also placed balance upon another 
decision 200fr Lab !C 145 Andhra Pradesh High Court 
between C. Pushpalatha versus the ll.vecutive Officer 
3'rimulla friputati l!>cvsthanam and another. The facts of 
this case arc not similar to the present case therefore, 
claimant Is not entitled. 

19. Opposite party has contended that previous to 
this there had been certain decision of this tritmnal where 
the same question of law was involved. He has placed a 
decision of this tribunal in I.D. No. 298 of 99 reared above’ 
wherein a question was involved is the same as is involved 
in the present case. The tribunal did not permit the 
regularization and answered the award against the 
workman. 

20. It was next contended by the representative for 
the claimant that the similarly situated persons names of 
whom have been disclosed in paragraph 17 of die claim 
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statement viz. Rajesh Kumar Pandey, Sri Hari Kishan and 
others etc., have been made regular and permanent and 
they are being paid regular salary at par to those of regular 
employees of the company. As against it the contention 
of the opposite party is that the employees employed on 
temporary basis and casual workers cannot be equated 
with each other. It is also argued that the claimant has not 
given any evidence on the point that he was ever 
appointed by the opposite party on temporary basis or 
that he was ever paid his wages according to regular scale 
of pay applicable to regular employees of the company 
working as sub staff. I have given my anxious consideration 
to this aspect of the matter and find that there is force in 
the arguments of the opposite party. It is settled legal 
position that equality can be claimed only amongst equal. 
1'crm temporary employee and daily rated worker is 
distinguishable on facts and law both. It has not been 
proved by the claimant that he at any point of time was 
ever paid his salary at par to those of temporary or regular 
employee of the company, therefore, the contention of the 
claimant that he should be given salary at par to those of 
regular employees of the opposite party is absolutely 
devoid of merit and cannot be sustained in the eye of law. 
fherefore, the contention of the claimant is rejected on 
this point. It is not in dispute that the claimant was reinstated 
as a casual labour by the opposite party in compliance of 
the award and his position was restored at the same place 
from where he was removed earlier. Therefore, it is 
concluded that the claimant being a daily rated employee 
of the company is not entitled to receive pay of regular 
sub staff of the company as he failed to prove the point by 
adducing cogent evidence. Therefore this issue answered 
against the claimant and in favour of the opposite party. 

21. Opposite party has also placed reliance upon a 
number of decisions. I would refer to a few of them which 
arc more relevant. 

22. 2007(112)l-LR, 345 SC State of M.P and other 
versus Lalit Kumar Verma, wherein it was held, where the 
workman was appointed on daily wages not in terms of 
statutory rules, not on clear vacancy - working on daily 
wages alone held would not be entitled to status of 
permanent employee -could not be directed to be 
regularized. 

23. Opposite party has also placed reliance on the 
ruling reported in 2007 (12) FLR474 SC in between Indian 
Drugs and Pharmaceutical Limited versus workmen Indian 
Drug and l^hannaceutical - wherein the Hon’ble Apex Court 
held - respondents ten workmen appointed as casual 
workers - held that in the given circumstances are not 
entitled to get their regularization. 

24. I herefore, considering all the facts and given 
circumstances, 1 am of the view, though the claimant has 
put in a long service under the order of the tribunal, but 
his services cannot be equated with other those employees 
who have been selected through a regular selection 
process therefore, he neither entitled for regular scale of 
pay nor for his absorption against any post of sub staff 


25. However, it is expected, and as observed earlier, 
that either the company or the Government should frame 
some regulations for such persons who are reinstated 
under the order/Award of Industrial Tribunal or the court 
so as to enable them to receive their wages beyond the 
scope of Section 17-B of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
so that they may lead a dignified life in a democratic 
country as is intent and purpose of Article 21 of 
Constitution of India because the remuneration of Rs. 15 
per day as is being given to the claimant is not at all 
sufficient for him to discharge his family obligations despite 
the fact that he is performing his duties for whole day. 

26. Reference is decided in the above terms against 
the claimant and in favour of opposite party. 

Dated 27-10-10 

RAM PARKAS! 1. Presiding Officer 
25‘Cff, 2012 

1947 ( 1947 

14) ^ ^ 17 4^ •H<=hK 
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^ TO aiTI 

[U-Q;?!-12012/116/199S (^-1!) 1 

New Delhi, the 25th May, 2012 

S.O. 2107. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 39/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court-1, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in'relation to 
the management of Punjab National Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 11-5-2012. 

[No. L-12012/116/1998-IR (B-l I)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE DR. R.K.YADAV,PRESIDINGOFFICER, 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL No.L 

KARKARDOOM A COURTS COMPLEX, 

DELHI 

I.D. No. 39/2011 

Shri Prem Chander Singh 

R/o Block-E, 24/5, Gali No.6, 

Shastri Park, Seelampur, 

Delhi. -• Workman 
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25-2-1994, there was no occasion for him to sent letter 
dated 8-2-1994. He has created letter dated 8-2-1994 with a 
view to gain sympathy. No communications dated 

15- 3-1994,3-5-1994 and 8-6-1994 were received by the bank. 
When notice dated 2-9-1994 was sent advising the claimant 
to join his duties within a week, he sent letter dated 
9-9-1994 requesting for grant of leave from 9-9-1994 to 

16- 9-1994. Since he was absent with effect from 7-2-1994 
there was no question for grant of leave to him. The bank 
issued notice dated 13-9-1994 advising him to join duty 
within 30 days, failing which he would be treated to have 
voluntary retired from service of the bank, in terms of 
paragraph 17 of 5th Bipartite Settlement. Telegram dated 
24-9-1994 was received by the bank. There was no 
occasion to act on it since notice dated 13-9-1994 was 
already sent to the claimant. Another telegram dated 5-10- 
1994 was also received by the bank, wherein claimant 
mentioned that his joining would be further delayed by 9 
days. The bank projects that when claimant failed to join 
his duty, letter dated 17-10-1994 was sent to him informing 
that his name has been struck off the rolls of the bank. 

5. Notice dated 13-9-1994 was sent to the claimant at 
his local address as that of E-24/5, Gali No.6, Shastri Park, 
Seelampur, Delhi as well as address of his native village as 
“Prem Chander care of Shri Bajrang Singh, Village Khutoli 
Phoolpur, District Azamgarh, U.P,” In letter dated 
27-4-1994, the aforesaid address was mentioned by the 
claimant for further communication from the side of the 
bank. Hence notice dated 13-9-1993 was sent by registered 
A.D. post at the aforesaid two addresses. Notice sent at 
the local address was received back undelivered with the 
remarks “Refused”, which remark was recorded by the 
postal clerk on 3-10-1994. Notice sent at village address 
was received by one Shri Santosh Singh. Letter dated 

17- 10-1994 was also sent under registered A.D. cover at 
his local as well as village address. Notice sent at the local 
address was received by one Gyatri and one sent at his 
village address was received by one Shri Bajrang Singh 
on 22-10-1994. Therefore, it is evident that notices were 
served on the claimant, who opted not to join his duties 
within the stipulated period. 

6. Bank projects that story of ailment of the claimant 
stands belied from his letter dated 6-8-1994 through which 
he sought permission from the bank to appear in an 
examination. His request for permission to appear in an 
examination makes it clear that the claimant was fit to join 
his duty. Subsequent to the communication that the 
claimant was deemed to have retired from services of the 
bank, his representations dated 17-9-1995 and 26-11-1996 
were received. In telegram dated 24-9-1994 he mentioned 
that he would report for duties up to 5-10-1994 and in 
subsequent telegram, he claimed that his reporting to 
duties would be delayed by nine days. Thus he was well 
aware about the notice dated 13-9-1994 sent by the bank. 
He failed to join his duty by 13-10-1994 and after waiting 
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up to 17-10-1994 orders that he was deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from service were passed by the 
competent authority, in accordance with the provisions of 
5th Bipartite Settlement. The claimant has no case and 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 does not come into play. His claim may be discarded, 
pleads the bank. 

7. In rejoinder facts were reiterated by the claimant. 

8. The claimant entered the witness box to testify 
facts. Shri Akshya Saxena was examined by the bank to 
dispel facts deposed by the- claimant. No other witness 
was examined by either of the parties. 

9. Vide orderNo.Z-22019/6/2007-lR{C-ll), New Delhi, 
dated 11-2-2008, the case was transferred by the 
appropriate Government to Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-11, New Delhi, for adjudication. 

10. Vide orderNo.Z-2209/6/2007-IR(C-ll), New Delhi 
dated 30-3-2011, the case was retransferred by the 
appropriate Government to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

11. Arguments were heard at the bar. Shri J. Bulhar, 
authorized representative, advanced arguments on behalf 
of the claimant. Shri RajatArora, authorized representative, 
presented facts on behalf of the bank. Written submissions 
were also filed by Shri Buthar. 1 have given my careful 
consideration to the arguments advanced at the bar and 
cautiously perused the record. My findings on the issues 
involved in the controversy are as follows:- 

12. In his affidavit Ex. WWI/1 the claimant projects 
that on revocation of his suspension order he was posted 
at Paharganj Branch of the bank with clTccl from 4-2-1994. 
He asserts that he developed fever and serious back bone 
trouble, hence could not attend to his duties from 

7- 2-1994. Application dated 7-2-1994 seeking leave up to 
25-2-1994 was moved. He went to Sanjay Gandhi Memorial 
Hospital where he was advised for long rest on account of 
his back bone ailment, hence application dated 8-2-1994 
was sent for grant of leave till 2-5-1994. Letter dated 
10-3-1994 was received calling upon him to join his duties. 
He sent letter dated 15-3-1994 informing that he was getting 
treatment from Sanjay Gandhi Memorial I lospiial, hence 
unable to obtain medical certificate from Dr. K.D. Bhalla 
Since he could not recover from his back bone problem, 
he sought leave up to 7-6-1994, vide his letter dated 

8- 6-1994. Notice dated 2-9-1994 was received, on the 
strength of which he was called upon to report for his 
duty within a week, otherwise disciplinary action was to 
be initiated against him. By that time he received 
information relating to illness of his father and immediately 
left for his native village. 

13. As emerging out of facts detailed by the claimant 
and Shri Akshay Saxena, the claimant absented himself 
from duties, without getting leaves sanctioned in his 
favour. Bank wrote letters to the claimant calling upon him 
to join his duties. Notices were .sent to the claimant 




Tm Gi\ZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 23, 20J2/ASADHA 2,1934 [Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)| 

(a) When an employee.absents himself from work 
for aperiod of 90 or more consecutive days, without 
submitting any application for leave or for its 
extension or without any leave to his credit or beyond 
the period of leave sanctioned originally/ 
subsequently or when there is a satisfactory 
evidence that he has taken up employment in India 
or when the management is.reasonably satisfied that 
he has no intention of joining duties, the 
management may at ^y time thereafter give a notice 
to the employee at his last known atklress calling 
upon him to report for duty within 30 days of the 
date of the notice, stating intcralia the grounds for 
coming to the conclusion that the employee has no 
intention of Joining duties and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless the employee 
reports for duty within 30 days of the notice or gives 
an explanation for his absence within die said period 
of 30 days satisfying the management diat he has 
not taken up another employment or avocation and 
that he has no intention of not joining duties, the 
employee will be deemed to have voluntarily retired 
from the bank’s service on the expiry of the said 
notice. In the event of the employee submitting a 
satisfactory reply, he shall be-permitted tp report for 
duty thereafter within 30 days from die date of the 
expiry of the aforesaid notice without prejudice to 
the bank’s right to take any action under the law or 
rules of service. 
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mentioningtheieindiatlildMuId join his duties within 30 
days,failingwhH^H^W 0 lMl^lM deemed to have voluntarily 
vacated his emphtyninn&^lt^ btmk projects that claimant 
had abandoned li^ ett^plo^ient, when he opted not to 
join duties de^Hbaer^f^fnotices dated 10-3-94,2-9-94 
and 13-9-94. Tbefdfefs, ftwou Id be expedient to know what 
wonte "abandon” fitd-^^dli^lonment’’ mean. Ordinarily, 
word "id>8nd<m” ddca not mean “merely leaving but 
“leaving conqideMy t^^ ^ord “abandonment” 
would indictSledMd It liill c(«inotation of finality, which 
would iTican reHili|tdshgri^ extinguishment of a right 
giving up ofsomdfti^ibttdhitely, giving up with an intent 
of never claiminga rybl mi erest, to renounce or forsake 
utterly. In oidm to on “abandonment” there 

must be a total :e giving up of duties, so to 

indicate an mteMdppiidiiia^ same. Abandonment 

must be total ai^ ini^" circumstances which clearly 
indicate anjbsol^ re^llfubhment. A failure to perform 
duties pertain^ to aOMen-must be with an actual or 
imputedjntendob 00 of the officer to abandon 

and relinqtnsh tbd otHcO^ 

14. AbaadcOnficmrisa voluntary positive act. A man 

must expressly sa^thatl^gives up his right. If he remains 
quite, it cannot 1^ n0l4iHd he is forsaking his title to 
property or Ms mim^ An office is abandoned by 

ceasing toperiMft its dliies. A temporary absence is not, 
ordinarily to. institute an abandonment of an 

office. A mei*abiS 0 fO^*WMrkman from duty cannot be 
treated as an aiN9ld|00^t <)f service. Abandonment or 
i^Unquishmenrt^sertd^k ai ways a question of intention 
and normal^, iuc^ ao4ll|i|diim cannot be attributed to an 
employee witbc|^,OilMttals evidence is that behalf. 
However, dm ”ii#cm|if^^fniy be inferred from the acts 
and conduct of tli paif^ 31i! 5 question as to whether the 
job, inlact baS'bi|^. j i | (| ^ 0i ied or not, is a question of 
fact which n In the tight of the surrounding 

circumstances of 

15. In bat^dilg bltetry, provisions laying down 
conditions v4iero^;i^^ of idiandonment of service 
can be drawO iwi^ll^iM^ time introduced by clause 2 
of Bipartite Settlem^dlled 8-9-83. The said clause was 
replaicxd Ity clause 14 bf 4di Bipartite Settlement dated. 

7- 9-84, which by clause 17 ofVth Bipartite 

Setdernemdab^ INM^^Hor to Bipartite Settlement dated 

8- 9-83, cases of«bttd|p^nt of service by employees 

were governed by sf common law. Now such 

cases are go»ORtedt^4*^!ordance with the agreed 
circumstancei/CiQn^aM kt the Bipartite Settlements 
entered into be^e on^ bank and the union of the 
employees. Clauie 17 ^$Sh Bipartite Settlement, which 
governs the pnesOBt cq<iio Vi irsy, is extracted thus:- 

“17. VbllMry/i^SIton of Employment by the 

Employees. 

The earM pra^illMs relating to the voluntary 

cessadoO d|oigp|D^MQ ^by the employee in the earlier 

settiemenlMM si^ by the following : 


(b) Where an employee goes abroad and absents 
himself for a period of 150 or more ccmsecutive days 
without submitting any application for leave or for 
its extension or without any leave to his credit or 
beyond period of leave sanctioned originally/ 
subsequently or when there is a satisfactory 
evidence that he has taken up employment outside 
India or when the management is reasonably satisfied 
that he has no intention of joining duties, the 
management may at any time thereafter give a notice 
to the employee at his last known address calling 
upon him to report for duty within 30 days of the 
date of notice, stating interalia the grounds for 
coming to the conclusion that the employee has no 
intention of joining duties and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless the employee 
reports for duty within 30 days of the notice or gives 
an explanation for his absence within the said period ' 
of 30 days satisfying ftie management that he h^ 
not taken up another employment or avocation and 
that he has no intention of not joining duties, the 
employee will be deemed to have voluntarily retired 
from the bank’s service on the expiry of the said 
notice. In the event of the employe submitting a 
satisfactory reply, he shall be permitted to report for 
duty thereafter within 30 days from the date of the 

















I '*TFT |[ 3(ji)] 

expiry of the aforesaid notice without prejudice to 
the bank’s right to take any action under the law or 
rules of service. 

(c) l( an employee again absents himself within a 
period of 30 days without submitting any application 
after reporting for duty in response to the notice 
given after 90 days or 150 days absence, as the case 
may be. the second notice shall be given after 30 
days of such absence giving him 30 days time to 
report. If he reports in response to the second notice, 
but absents himself a third time from duty within a 
period of 30 days without application, his name shall 
be struck off from the establishment after 30 days of 
such absence under intimation to him by registered 
post deeming that he has voluntarily vacated his 
appointment”. 

16. Provisions of clause ITofSth Bipartite Settlement 
project powers of administrative adjudication available to 
the bank. Administrative decision making is a biproduct 
of an intensive form of government and consequently 
socialisation of law. Vast expansion of state activity has 
taken place and government has to embark on ambitious, 
massive plans of public health, education, planning, social 
security, transport, agriculture, industrialisation and 
national assistance. It is impossible to carry out such 
programmes and determine legal questions involved 
therein. Therefore, if social control over this area of action 
is desirable, administrative decision making process has 
to develop, vi/., instrumentalities of the State developing 
itself under justice system, which supplements the existing 
one. Power of administrative adjudication has been 
rcorgani/cd by the Apex Court in catena of decisions. 
Precedents in Barreli Electricity Supply Company (1971 
(2)- see 617), Rattan Singh (1977 (2) SCC 491), TaraChand 
(i 977( I) SCC 472), Nand Kishorc Prasad (1978 (3) SCC, 
366) and S.N.Mukherjee,(1990 (4) S.C. 594) area few which 
can be quoted in that regard. 

17. Whether the Bank, which is an instrumentality 
of (he Slate, is required to initiate enquiry against the 
claimant, before exercising the powers of Administrative 
adjudication, available to it under clause 17 of the 5th 
Bipartite Settlement? In Suresh Chand (2007 ELR 344) 
contention of the workman that no domestic enquiry was 
conducted and termination of his services was illegal, was 
brushed aside and it was ruled that when a workman absents 
from duty without any intimation or prior permission, 
termination of his services without holding an enquiry 
will be juslilied. In Vijay Pal (2007 E.L.R. 7) and G.T. Lai 
(1979 Lab. I.C. 2910) same proposition of law was laid. 

[ lovvcvcr in C.T. Lai (19791.ab. I.C. 2910) it was ruled by the 
Apex Court that absence of an employee because of strike 
for enforcement of their demands does not amount to 
abandonment of their services. In Syndicate Bank (AIR 
2()()0 S.C. 2 [ 98) the Apex Court was confronted with such 
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a proposition, as exists in the present controversy. 
Workman was absent from his work place for a period of 
90 or more consecutive days. A notice was served upon 
him to report for duty within 30 days of notice alongwith 
the grounds on which bank came to the conclusion that 
the .workman had no intention to join his duties. The 
workman did not respond to that notice at all. Batik passed 
orders to the effect that the workman had voluntarily retired 
from the service of the bank. Apex Court laid that as far as 
principles of natural justice are concerned the court was 
to consider (1) whether show cause notice detailing the 
contents of the complaint or accusation was served (2) 
whether an opportunity was there for the workman to state 
his case, and (3) whether the management acted in good 
faith and has been fair, reasonable and just. It was ruled 
therein that on the facts and circumstances of the case the 
principles of natural justice were inbuilt in the clause 
relating to voluntary cessation of employment and when 
workman had not opted to join his duties on service of 
notice, principles of natural justice were complied with’ 

18. Now it would be considered whether the bank 
has been able to establish that there was a case for exercise 
of admini,strative adjudicatory powers, l or an answer to 
this proposition, facts are to be scanned. Out of the facts 
detailed by the claimant, it had emerged that he was placed 
under suspension for misconduct. His suspension was 
revoked and he was transferred to Paharganj branch of 
the bank, where he joined his duties on 4-2rl994. He did 
not report for his duty on 7-2-1994 and moved application 
for leave, which is Ex.WWI/W4. In that application he 
projects that he was indisposed on account of fever. He 
sought leave for 19 days. In his application, he nowhere 
mentions that he is suffering from back bone pain or got 
himself medically examined from a doctor. No circumstances 
arc explained as to why such long leave was requested in 
application f,x,WWI/W4. The claimant projects that on 
8-2-1994 his treatment was going on from Sanjay Gandhi 
Memorial I lospital, hence requested for grant of leave from 
8-2-1994 to 25-2-1994. This application was moved a day 
after of moving application Ex.WWI/W4. In earlier 
application he sought leave up to 25-2-1994. There was no 
occasion for seeking extension of leave in application 
l-x.WW 1,/W5. fherefore. it seems that application-fN.WWl/ 
W5 was created subsequently with a view to put forward 
a claim that he was having pain in his back bone. 

19. As per contents of applications |•;x.WW[/W4 
and f'x.WWI/W5, the claimant recites that he used to 
reside at 11. No,E-24/4, Street No.6, Shastri Park, Seclainpur, 
Delhi. Swami Daya Nand Hospital and G. f.B. Hospital arc 
two big hospitals in the near vicinity where he was residing 
in 1992. Sanjay Gandhi Memorial Hospital is located at 
Mangolpuri, Delhi, which is at a far distance away from 
the house where the claimant was residing, As per his 
own assertions, he was suffering from back bone pain. In 
such a situation a patient would like to approach hospital ' 
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squarely fall within the mischief of paragraph 17 of 5th 
Bipartite Settlement. 

24. I'hc bank was justified in drawing a conclusion 
that the claimant had voluntarily retired from service in 
view of paragraph 17 of 5th Bipartite Settlement. Though 
the bank gave an opportunity to the claimant to Join duties 
within the period of notice, but the claimant opted not to 
do so. In these circumstances it cannot be said that the 
bank had acted illegally while passing order dated 17-10- 
1994. The order impugned satisfied all four corners of 
paragraph 17 of 5th Bipartite Settlement. 

25. As regards justifiability of the said action the 
claimant could not project any extenuating facts in his 
favour. Initially he talked of his own ailment and 
subsequently shifted horizons of facts on ailment of his 
father. Neither records of his own ailment nor of his father 
were placed before the bank oi before the Tribunal. Bald 
assertions were made by the claimant in that regard. These 
bald assertions would not lead this Tribunal to carve out 
a case in favour of the claimant, to grant him justice. Under 
these circumstances 1 do not find any unjustfibility in the 
order of the bank. In case any precedent is needed, 
reference can be made to Sakattar Singh (2001 Lab. I.C. 
301). 

26. In view of the facts and circumstances detailed 
above, it is concluded that the claimant is not entitled to 
any relief His claim statement deserves to be discarded. 
Discarding the facts pleaded by the claimant, an award is 
passed in favour of the bank. It may be sent to the 
appropriate Cjovemment for publication. 

Dr. R. K. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

Dated; 3-4-2012 

^ 25 2012 
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New Delhi, the 25th May, 2012 

S.O. 2l08.~ln pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. CGlT-1/ 
41 of2007) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court-1, Mumbai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
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the management of M/s Eastern Steamships Pvt. Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 15-5-2012. 

[No. L-31011/11/2006-lR (B-ll)l 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THECENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1 
MUMBAI 

JUSTICE as. SARRAF, Presiding Ofllccr 
REFERENCE No. CGIT-l/41 OF2007 
Parties : 

Employers in relation to the management of 
Eastern Steamships Pvt. Ltd 

And 

Their Workman (Smt.Suman Mahavir Prasad) 
Appearances: 

For the Management ; Shri Lancy D'Souza, 

Management Representative. 

Forthcworkman : ShriN.CMAjthran,Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated the 4th day of April 2012. 

AWARD 

1. I'his is a reference made by the Central Government 
in exercise of its powers under clause (d) of sub section 
(1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947. I'he terms of rererence given in the 
schedule arc as follows: 

Whether the action of the management of 
M/s.F’aslcrn Steamship Company Pvt. Ltd. By 
terminating the services.of Shri Madhav Prasad Agril 
w.c.f3-3-1995 is justified? If not. what relief the 
workman Shri Madhav Prasad Agril is entitled to? 

2. Ihc parlies to the reference have filed an 
application today slating therein that the first party 
company agrees to pay an amount of Rs. 1,50,000 in full 
and final settlement of all claims arising out of this 
reference and employment of the late M.P. Agril and the 
second party accepts the aforesaid payment in full and 
final settlement of all her claims and she has no further 
claim of whatsoever nature. 

I’he reference stands disposed of as per the above 
compromise. 

Award is passed accordingly. 

JUSTICE G S. SARRAF, Presiding Otficcr 


«IRcT ^ TTSTR : 23, 2012/3TT^ 2, 1934 
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GOVERNMENT 
M-LABOUR COURT, 



18 Of2004 (New) 
22 of 1999 


1, .First Party 


I Staff Quarter, 

I .Second Party 

eK. V. Gadhia, Advocate 
I'M- K- Patel, Advocate 

Mjshra, Advocate 

'4|l-7-1999 Appropriate 
am Shakti Bhavan, Raft 
'cation No. L-17012/2/ 


99 IR (B- I!) considering Industrial Dispute existing in 
between management Of LIC of India and thev wmitman 
referred the dispute to Industrial Tribunal, Rajkot, Gujarat 
for adjudication formulating the terms of refereiKe under 
the schedule as follows:— * 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Sr. Division^ Manager, 


Rajkot In dismissing the services of A.B. 

Chauhan, Sub-Staff w.e.f 20-5-1997 is just, valid and 

legal? If not, what benefits the workman isimtitlcd 

for and what directions are necessary in m^er?” 

(2) The parties appeared and fi led the ir pleaduigSrvi/ 
the second party filed the statement of claim at Ext. 5 and 
the first party management of LIC its written stat^ent at 
Ext 10. 

(3) The case of the woHcman as per st^ement of 
claim is that he was serving iathe office of LIC as $id> Staff 
O.C. Department and his S.R. number was 414813. On 26-3- 
1995 for the alleged misconduct of physical assaiih on Shri 
D.R. Maniyar, Manager, Q.S. Riykot D O and dlscrabusing 
him in -threatening language he was chargCshectcd. 
Thereafter departmental enquiry was held agatiisl the 
workman and he was removed from service by the order of 
the Disciplinary Authority dated 20-5-1997, He preferred 
an appeal against the said punishment order before the 
Zonal Manager on 10-6-1997 and his appeal was rejected. 
Thereafter he raised Industrial Dispute resulting in this 
reference. Further case is that the punishment order dated 
20-5-1997 is illegal, unconstitutional, in violatitmoftmnciple 
of natural justice and also in violation of the Discipihte and 
Conduct rules and Regulations of the LIC of India, and the 
chsu’ge leveled against the wortunan is baseless andTalse. 
Shri D. R. Maniar had also filed a false compiaiftta^inst 
him in past, and so having wi^ malice intention he (D.R. 
Maniar) filed again a false complaint against workman. And 
that nO documentary evidence was given to him with 
chargeshcet also prelimin^ enquiry report was not given 
to him, permission for engaging advocate in the 
Departmental Enquiry was not given, names of witness 
were not given and the enquiry officer only rely mg upon 
the statement of witness of the. management teld ft^t the 
charge is proved. Whereas the witnesses ofthe woikman 
were disbelieved. Further case is that the enquiiy; officer 
has acted to support false, complaint case of Shri Maniar 
and the enquiry officer has only to help Shri Maniar has 
given findings in enquiry officer report that the charges 
has been proved. Further case is that the-alleged 
misconduct has no nexus with the olficial diUies, neither 
had happened during the course of his employtf^nt nor on 
the place of duty. The Disciplinary Authority failed to 
consider in awarding punishment order of removal that 
criminal complaint is pending in the criminal coi«. Further 
case is that the due to removal from service tM has caused 
economical death of the workman and his family. Further 
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case is that the Disciplinary Authority has considered the 
past complaint of Shri Maniar for which workman was not 
heard which is violation of natural justice. On these grounds 
prayer has been made for setting aside the order of 
punishment dated 20-5-1997 and for reinstatement of the 
workman on his original post or in equivalent post with 
continuity in service with payment of full back wages and 
with cost of this reference. 

(4) On the other hand the first party LIC of India 
pleaded inter-alia as per its written statement that the 
reference is not maintainable and the workman has got no 
case and there is also no substance or merits in the case of 
the workman pleaded through his statement of claim. It is 
the case of the first party management that past record of 
the workman is very poor and checkered and that workman 
is habitual of doing misconducts and previously also the 
workman had assaulted to Shri Maniar for which 
departmental proceedings was being conducted and on 
earlier occasion too on prove of misconducts minor 
penalties for three- four times were imposed upon the 
workman. Even then the workman has not improved himself 
and has not shown any sign of change in his attitude and 
in improving behavior. The first party has denied allegations 
made in para 1 to para 6 of the statement of claim. It is the 
case of the first party that the punishment order dated 
20-5-1997 is legal and constitutional and is not violative of 
principle of natural justice and that the enquiry was validly 
and effectively conducted against the workman in his 
presence in accordance with the Discipline and Conduct 
Rules and Regulations of the corporation. The workman 
had assaulted Mr. D.R. Maniar in presence of Shri P.N. 
Joshipura, due to the alleged misconduct the LIC had 
conducted a preliminary enquiry and as per the rules and 
regulations of the LIC. The workman made several baseless 
and vague allegation against the corporation the charges 
leveled against the workman has been duly proved in the 
enquiry and looking to the gravity of proved misconduct 
and also considered the past record of the workman, the 
management of LIC had rightly taken appropriate action 
against the workman by terminating his service because 
the workman being sub staff had no any moral 
responsibility towards the higher officer and there is serious 
lapse of discipline and decorum in performing his duties. 
Further ground taken is that the domestic enquiry held 
against the workman is in improper manner, in accordance 
with law and if this tribunal comes to any conclusion that 
the enquiry is defective, in that case, the first party 
corporation be permitted to prove such charges before 
this court. On these grounds prayer has been made that 
the reference case is fit to be dismissed since the workman 
is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

(5) The propriety and validity of the domestic enquiiy 
held against the second party workman by the management 
of Lie has not been challenged by the second party 
workman. Rather a pursis at Ext. 21 was filed on behalf of 


the second party workman admitting the domestic enquiry 
rather-has only challenged the quantum of punishment 
held against him. 

(6) In view of the pleadings of the parties and also 
considering that the domestic enquiry has not been 
challenged by the second party workman, the following 
issues are taken up for discussions and determination in 
this case. 

ISSUES 

(I) Whether the reference is maintainable? 

(II) Whether the second party workman has got valid 
cause of action? 

(III) Whether the order of punishment dated 20-5-1997 
is shockingly disproportionate to the gravity of 
the misconduct of the workman under the charge? 

(IV) Whether the second party workman is entitled to 
invoke provision of Section 11 A of the ID Act? 

(V) Whether the second party workman is entitled to 
get any relief in this case? 

(VI) Whether the action of the Sr. Divisional Manager 
Lie of India D.O. Rajkot in dimissing the service 
of Shri A.B. Chauhan Sub StalT w.e.f 20-5- 1997 
- is just, valid and legal? 

FINDINGS 

(7) ISSUE NO. Ill & IV 

The workman examined himself on point of gainful 
employment since after not challenging the validity of the 
domestic enquiry held against him as per pursis at Ext. 21. 
The management side ( first party) has relied upon the 
entire enquiry file by producing enquiiv papers with a list 
Ext. 20. The chargesheet dated 28-3-1999 along with the 
letter dated 3-7-1994 is Ext. 55, the reply of the second 
party dated 10-6-1995 is Ext. 56, letter written by enquiry 
officer to workman dated 16-8-1995 is Ext. 57, the letter 
written by workman to enquiry officer is l-xt. 58, letter written 
by enquiry officer to workman is F.xt. 59, letter dated 
15-11-1995 written by the enquiry officer is Ext. 60, enquiry 
proceedings from page 14 to 17 is 1-xt. 61, enquiry 
proceedings at page 13 is Ext. 63, and enquiry proceedings 
at page 28, 36 is Ext. 70. Ext. 65,66,67,68, 69 are letters 
written by enquiry officer to workman, l-xt, 71 is letter written 
by workman to enquiry officer. Ext. 72 is written submission 
of the Presenting Officer. Ext. 73 is finding of the enquiry 
officer as per enquiry report, Ext. 74 is letter written by 
enquiry officer to workman. Ext. 75 is second show cause 
notice issued to the workman. Ext. 76 is reply of second 
show cause notice by the workman. Ext. 77 is punishment 
order dated 20-5-1997. Ext. 78 is memo of appeal submitted 
by second party workman. Ext. 79 is order of Appellate 
Authority dated 15-1-1999. 

(8) On behalf of the workman (second party) the 
documents as per list Ext. 17 was filed though which as 
many as 27 documents were produced which have been 
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^ Working hour and duty. Ext. 
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‘[Iated22-12-I993. Ext. 36 is ' 
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delinquent workman ofthe misconduct. Ext, ^ order 

ofthe disciplinary authority regarding rcittovdifibin serv^^^ 
of Shri Chauhan dated 20-5^1997. EXt. 50 is the w^f , 
memo of appeal by the delinquent workim^ Ji^f^Zdfl^: ? ^ ? 
Meager and Appellant AudwKity, Ext. 51 i^;AiXStip W 
proof of sending departittental ^eal to the Sfr’ C^isionul 
Manager EIC and Ext. 52 is thedcmaiKl nq^Sjader the / 
provision of I. D. Act by the workman datod29«12-1997. 

Ext. 53 is the registration receipt, HxE; 54 is ^ 

acknowledgement receipt. 

(9) It has been argued on behalf of the p^ 

ij^rkman that the misconduct alleged is ; ; 

which is Sunday and on that day being is no 

any working day in the premises of thc Elt and so the 
jpisconduct under the charge^eet dated 2^3-J^5 « per 
l^xt. 55 produced by the management with dieE-xl. 2(E 
does not fall under the provision of the biparttte s«tlemcnt 
and the alleged misconduct does not happened dw'iog lh^ 

epursc of duly of the workmsm and so t!to VMC 

sheet is misconceived. On the other hand it hnwhsSS a^uo£l^ - 
on behalf of the first party thatthough allc^iiifispond^* . 
on 3-7-1994 is of Sunday but oh that day Shri!>.!R. Mahiafv 
Manager (O S.) and the Dcvelppmcnt Officer $hri J.M. 
Sahani where on duly for visiting the prem^s'or Jeevan 
‘ Mangal Slalf Quarters for assessing rcpaifmgy^s in the ■ 
dilTcFcnt sialT quarters and in that course ^ 
workman Shri A.B. Chauhan who is adwiltcl% occupant 


complaint about lack of amenities in his and m, * 

Shri D.R. Maniar and Development Otter ‘ 

conic to visit Jeevan Mang,aiStaff Quait^j^^ttisw-f^i^^- . 
B-E and then the delinquent workman SMA'-S/Chaidian^ 
had shown disparate act of ihrsubordin^n>ft,^0*8 ® Sub, 
Staff, by physically assaulting to Shri D.R. catching 

his caller and using abusing words in thlSHdCtWig htoud 
that you have taken action against me earths' if in tha* ' 

proceeding he is terminated then you mwildbe terminated 
from your life. It has been aigued that the awswhehts made 
on behalf ol'the second party has no leg to sl^, that 3-7- v 
1994 was Sunday and was not working day blU die fact is. 
Otherwise that though 3-7-1994 was but the ' 

complainant D.R. Mani^ was not Vis^ fOi. ^ 

Mangal Staff Quarter premises 
^ith Development Officer Shri J. M. " 

the staff quarters for redressail of the eoi|B^|fh^ts dpd ^ 
^prtcomings, but the delinquent workownfcjfccamc hx^ 
temper to wait for his tern that those otte*fs^may also visit 
his quarters, asked question why he hits visited-his 

quarter to his earlier complamant andthetmu«di^b*d to 
Shri D.R. Maniar by physically assaulUng UpdSaving out 

threat in afcusing language of termimuing bis Mfc (to SlifE 
D.R. Maniar) who was on duty to visit the sfcMTquartcrsoh 
Sunday and so the misconduct on part Of th^ delinquent 
workman committed with Shn D.R. Mamar ill presence of 
Shri J.M. Sahani Development Qfficcf in tbe premisesdf 
Jeevan Mangal staff quarters, Nagar B Bktolcttovers under 
the bipartite settlement which is actiona^ 3 iiw»r 
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Discipline and Conduct Rules,, 1960. The argument 
advanced on behalf of the first party is well founded and 
well supported by the evidence from Ext. 55 to Ext. 79. 

10.1'rom going through the charge sheet Ext. 55 I do 
not find any ambiguity or vagueness in the charge sheet. 
From the documentary evidences at Ext. 55 to Ext. 79, it is 
proved that the complainant D.R. Maniar was on official 
duty to visit the staff quarters for inspection on 3-7-1994, 
so in that course of official duty, serious misconduct was 
committed by the delinquent workman. From going through 
the enquiry papers, 1 find that misconduct of the workman 
has been established during the enquiry. From going 
through the enquiry report at F'xt. 73 1 also find that the 
enquiry officer has given findings in accordance with the 
materials and evidence produced during the course of 
enquiry. It also appears that the delinquent workman has 
participated in all sitting of the enquiry questioning to the 
management witness. Also there is defence statement. It 
also appears that sufficient opportunity was granted to 
the delinquent workman to defend himself against the 
chargesheei. More so, the second party workman has 
himself filed several documents regarding his previous 
misconduct and conducting previous proceeding against 
him by submitting those documents from Ext. 28 to Ext. 54. 
from perusal of those documents it is also established that 
on previous occasion too the delinquent workman had 
physically assaulted to Shri D/R. Maniar, Manager (O.S.) 
for which the delinquent workman was issued charge sheet 
dated 28-5-! 993 and departmental proceedings, domestic 
enquiry was held and as per enquiry report the delinquent 
workman was held guilty to the misconduct of assaulting 
to D.R. Maniar with threatening and second show cause 
notice was also issued to the delinquent workman. And 
after considering all the facts and circumstance the 
Disciplinary Authority had passed punishment order dated 
17-8-1995 by imposing the penalty of bringing down to 
Shri Chauhun (delinquent workman) to the minimum pay 
scale in the payscale of Sub Staff in terms of regulation 39 
(I )(d) of the Staff regulation, 1960 with immediate effect 
that is from the date of this order. From the evidence and 
materials on the records, it appears that the delinquent 
workman was punished three to four time earlier due to 
various misconduct and the last misconduct was in 
assaulting to Shri D.R. Maniar during duty hours resulting 
in bringing down him to theminimum pay scale in the pay 
scale of Sub StalT. lJut even than the delinquent workman 
did not feel any repentance or improved his behaviuor 
rather have become more violent and more aggressive 
towards D.R. Maniar resulting in again physically assaulting 
him on 3-7-1994 when he visited the Jeevan Mangal staff 
quarter to make inspection of the quarters, then the uttering 
of such words after physically assaulting to Shri D.R. 
Maniar by the delinquent workman is also remarkable that 
even as per his complaint he is terminated then he will also 
terminate him from his life. Admittedly the previous 
proceeding of physically assaulting to Maniar was pending 
on the date ol'3-7-1994 as on complainant of, the domestic 
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enquiry conducted, the enquiry report submitted by the 
enquiry officer and the punishment order was passed after 
issuing show cause notice on 27-8-1995. From perusal of 
the materials on the record, I also find that delinquent 
workman had repeated similar type of misconduct in 
physically assaulting to Shri D.R. Maniar. For the previous 
such type of misconduct in assaulting to Shri D.R. Maniar 
the delinquent workman was facing departmental enquiry 
which was going on and during pendency of that domestic 
enquiry again he repeated such misconduct against 
D.R. Maniar on 3-7-1994 and again physically assaulting 
him and giving out threat of terminated him of is life 
Shri D.R. Maniar and Development Ofilcer Shri J. M. Sahani 
were on duty to inspect the staff quarters. Moreover there 
is also materials on the record that on earlier three to four 
occasions the delinquent workman had been punished for 
misconducts. That go to prove that delinquent workman 
was in the habit of committing misconduct and even on 
punishment, there was no reform in his conduct and 
behaviour towards the senior officer being a Sub Staff In 
the previous major misconduct of physically assaulting to 
Shri D.R. Maniar resulted in bringing down to him to lowest 
scale of sub staff and so on prove of the subsequent 
misconduct as per chargeesheet Ext. 55, there was no 
question for again taking lenient view in awarding 
punishment to the delinquent workman. Rather repetition 
of such misconduct invites to the Disciplinary Authority 
to take serious view in awarding punishment. So, after 
examining the order of the punishment dated 20-5-1997 at 
Ext. 77, I do not find that the order of punishment is 
shockingly disproportionate to the gravity of charge of 
proved misconduct of the delinquent workman, fhe 
Disciplinary Authority has clearly mentioned at para 11 of 
the punishment order that looking to the gravity of the 
charges proved again Shri Chauhan which includes as many 
as bri'ach of regulations and is acting in a manner 
detrimental of the interest of the Corporation removal from 
service of Chauhan is justified in the fact and circumstances 
from the merits also proved that for the previous 
misconduct of physically assaulting to Shri D.R. Maniar, 
Manager (O.S.) he had been suspended and domestic 
enquiry was proceeding but again during pendency of that 
enquiry he again assaulted to Shri D.R. Maniar and gave 
out threat of terminating him from h is life and so the order 
of suspension was continued against him and again 
departmental proceeding was initialed by issuing 
chargeshect at Ext. 55 followed by conducting of thorough 
departmental enquiry in accordance witlvlaw, following all 
the principle of natural justice, and giving opportunity to 
defend himself 1 also find that the principle of natural 
justice was followed by the Disciplinary Authority in 
issuing second show cause notice to the delinquent 
workman vide Ext. 75 and Ext. 76 the delinquent workman 
submitted his reply to the second show cause notice. And 
after considering all the mitigating circumstances of the 
repcatation of misconduct by the delinquent workman the 
order of punishment of removal from service in terms of 
regulation 39 (I) (F) of the LIC of India Staff Regulation 
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sefting aside or for modifying the order of punishment. I 
also find and hold that there 1 $ no ground for tnierfering in 
the order of punishment passed by the Disciplinary 
Audiority as per Ext. 77 and order as to rcjct^icm ofaF^al 
of the delinquent workman as per Ext. 79. TTwsc two issues 
are accordingly decided in negative. 

(13) ISSUE NO. V 

In view of the findings given to issue no. Ill & IV in 
the foregoing paragraphs and also considerw^ aaper dattf 
of birth of the workman that he has already age of 

his superannuation in the month of Septcml:^2^30, tficre 
is no question for reinstatement of the delinquent workman 
or for claim of back wages in view of the findings that the 
punishment of removal from service is just ^proper and 
there is no question for making interference m dieifrder of 
punishment. So, the worieman is not entitled to get any 
rcliefin this case. 

(14) ISSUE NO. I & II 

In view of the findings given to issue no. Ml, IV and 
V in the forgoing paragraphs, I further find and hold that 
the reference is not maintainable and delinquent workman 
has no valid cause of action to raise Indusfriad Dispute 
against the order of his removal from service. The reference 
Is, therefore, dismissed on contest. But no wder of cost. 

(15) ISSUE NO. VI 

fhe terms of reference is answered in favour of the 
Manager of first party LlC India and itUs 'held that the 
action of the Sr. Divisional Manager l.lCIndk, Divisional 
Office, Rajkot for dismissing the service of Shri A.B. 
Chauhan Sub Staff w.e.f 20-5-1997 is just, valid and Icg^il. 

This is my award. 

BIN AY KUMAR SIN 11 A, Presiding Oniccr 
2811^,2012 

3IT. 2110.—attw f3f5|T^ 1947 (1947 

14) ^ 17 3IT9> 

179/2011)^ t, ^ ^-1 ^ 22 5 2012 

^ 3{E<T I 

[U'0^-12011734/2010 3^ II) f 

#?] 7m. 3(pm 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2012 

S.O. 2110.^—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), ftic Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 179/ 
201 Oof the Central Government IndusUiafi'riiiunai/labour 
C<Hirt-II, Chandigarji now as shown in the Anif^wre, in the 
Industrial Dispb^te between the employers in relation to 
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the management of Central Bank of India and their woricman, ^ 

which was received by the Central Government on 22-5-2012. 907 11 ^ ^0^1 

[No. L-12011/34/20 lO-IR(B-n)] 148/2011)^ ^^.iP^ l d 4i7dl t, ^ ^ 22- 5 2012 

SHEESH RAM, Section Officer ^ \ 


AINNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRALGOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAIXUM-LABOURCOURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI A. K. RASTOGI, Presiding Officer. 
CaseNo. I.D. 179/2011 
Registered on 8-6-2011 

The General Secretary, Central Bank of India , 
Employees Union Haryana, H.No.3296, Sector 19-D, 
Chandigarh. 

.... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, Central Bank of India, Zonal 
Office, Sector 17, Chandigarh. 

.... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

For the claimant : None 

For the Management : K J S Soni AR. 

AWARD 

Passed on May 1.2012 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-12011 / 
34/2010 -IR(B-1I)) Dated 11 -5-2011, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and sub-section 
(2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter 
referred to as 'Act') has referred the following Industrial 
dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 
Bank of India in suspending Sh. M.L. Jassi w.e.f. 
26-4-2005 to 10-5-2005 and imposing punishment of 
reduction of pay by One stage in the pay scale for 
two years is just, fair and legal? What relief the 
concerned workman is entitled” 

After receiving the reference notices were issued to 
the parties. Management put in its appearance but the 
claimant did not appear despite notices. Notice sent by 
registered post was not received back undelivered. Hence 
service was presumed on claimant. As the claimant failed 
to appear and file claim statement despite sufficient notices, 
hence a ‘No Dispute’ award is passed in the case. Let two 
copies of the award be sent to Central Government for 
further necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RASTOGI, Presiding Officer 
28 2012 

3ir. 2111 —1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ ^ 17 ^ ^ 

^ ^ Pi^ 7 ) 4+)’ afR ^ ^ 


[Rf. 11 :^- 120 12/55/2010 arr^aTKC^ 11 )1 
jm. at^'^TFi arftTFrd 
New Delhi, the 28th May. 2012 

S.O. 2111.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ol 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 148/ 
2011) of the Central Government Industrial rribunaFI.abour 
Court-11, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexurc, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management ofCentral Bank oflndia and theirworkman. 
which was received by the Central Government on 
22-5-2012. 

[No. L-12012/55/2010-1R(B-11)1 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENI INDUS! RIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT-II, 
CHANDIGARH 

Present: SRI A. K. RASTOGI, Presiding Officer. 
CascNo.I.D. 148/2011 
Registered on 24-5-2011 

Sh. Anand Joseph S/o Sh. Bakhtawar Masih, C/o Sh. 
H. K. Sharma, EF-439, Krishna Nagar, N. G. Road, 
Jalandhar 

.... Petitioner 

Versus 

1. fhe Regional Manager, Central Bank of India, 
Regional Office, 1, Queen’s Road, Amritsar. 

2.1'he Branch Manager, Central Bank of India, Khadur 
Sahib Branch, Amritsar. 

.... Respondent.s 

APPEARANCES 
For the claimant : None 

For the Management : Sh. N. K. /akhmi. Advocate 

AWARD 

Passed on 2nd May, 2012 

Central Government vide Notification No. 1.- i 2012 
55/2010 -IR(B-II)) Dated 15^-2011, by exercising its powers 
under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and sub¬ 
section (2-A) of the industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has reterred the following 
Industrial dispute for adjudication to this fribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Central 

Bank of India to adjust the outstanding dues against 
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S.O. 1112.^1^ of Section 17 of the 

Industrial I%ip^|toAi(I4 of 1947), the Central 
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Tribunal-cun»4ji^^^ 
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^ ftie Award (Ref No.CGIT/ 
liral Government Industrial 
rt^ Nagpur now as shown in 
|ir|al Dispute between the 
rta^gement of Canara Bank 
received by the Central 

^>:L-120n/75/20n-lR(B-II)] 
jiliESli RAM, Section Officer 


PRESIDING 


Date: 8-5-2012 

Party No. 1 ' i. Manager, 

' '' 't^j^Mj^Girele Office, 

: . |^^k^Eiw'<MS) 


Party bto.2v 


kn^le (Member), 
I Staff Union, 
irkarNagar, 


Khamla Road, Nagpur-15. 

AWARD 

(Dated: 8th lylay, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred ^ cl8ii^<d>^df 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Secfbiir 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ot 1947) (“’liwp Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred tteipdustrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Canara Bank, Circle Office, Na^sir and 
their workman, Smt. Lata N. Koram, for adjudied^. as per 
letter No. L-12011/75/201 l-IR (B-H) datcd 13-3^12, with 
the schedule in Hindi L^rngUagC,. the l*nglfeh Vferskm of 
which is as follows :— 

“Whether the action of the management pf Canara 

Bank, Nagpur through its Assistant Genet^Nian^C^ 

in respect of recovery of Rs. 50,^0 ft^iiRthc salaty 

of Smt. Lata N. Koram, Clerk is legal and |artificd? 

What relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, parties were noticed to 
flic their respective statement of claim and written statement 
on 8- 5-2012. The workman appeared in pcrsdni^ file on 
application supported, with affidavit, mchtKsnil|g therein 
that the dispute does not suryive any more as thc?lmpugncd 
recovery has already been effected from her sahvy and she 
is not interested in pursuing the matter anym^.Sh&pR^ 
for disposal of the reference accordingly. 

3. In view of the application Hied by the workman 
supported with affidavit regarding the npn-exitsence of 
any industrial dispute between the parties, 

award is necessary to be passed tti this ca^. Asfeondihgly 
it is ordered: 

ORDER 

ITic award be treated ns “ no d ispiife” ’Die 

workman is not entitled to luiy relief fhe filed 

by the workman supported witfi a^idayit. of 

theaward. ' 

... y,;;/■ :6:-; /I- 

SmLLirtaN;il^ram ' 


CanarnBank 

APPLICATION FORPERMlSSIONTaifljSi^ 
INSTANCE IffiF^RKNCE 

rhe Party No. 1, workman, named abow begis to apply 
as under ; 

rhal the subject matter of dispute does not survive 
arty more as the impugned recovery h4s alil|^u|y been 
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effected from the salary of the workman. In the 
circumstances the workman is not interested in pursuing 
the matter any more. As such the instant reference is liable 
to disposed of accordingly. 

Hence this application. 

Prayer : It is, therefore, prayed that this Hon'ble 
Tribunal be pleased to dispose of the instant reference as 
infractuous. 

NAGPUR Party No. 1 

DATED: 8-5-2012 

SOI,EMN AFFIRMATION 

1, I,ata N. Koram, aged 52-ycars, R/o, Nagpur, do 
hereby take an oath and state on solemn affirmation as 
under: 

1. That the contents of above application is true and 
correct to the best of my knowledge. 

2.1 Icncc verified and signed on this 8th day of May, 
2012 at Nagpur. 

Deponent 

I Know and identify the deponent. 

Advocate 

(B.Fahari) 

M 28 2012 

W. 2113. 1947 (1947 

'FI 14) ^ »3R1 17 ^ 

P1'4M'FT afp <^>4 '+>kT 

^^3FTT?P1-II, ^ (wf 

1099/2005) -FH M'+)ir5fiU Tvpfl "t, ^ FI<<+>K TjI 22 5 2012 

^ TO I 

12012/105/2002 ^33K 11)1 

TPT, 37^TO STfwf) 
New Delhi, the 28lh May, 2012 

S.O. 2113. In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(lovernmcnt hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 1099/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Ubour 
Court-ll, C'handigarh as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Punjab and Sind Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 22-5-2012. 

(No. L-l2012/105/2002-IR(B-lI)] 
SHEESH RAM, Section Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAUCUM-LABOUR COURT-II 
CHANDIGARH 

Present : Sri A. K. Rastogi, Presiding Officer 
Case No. I.D. 1099/2005 
Registered on 21 -9-2005 

Shri Chander Mohan, S/o Sh. Krishan I .al, 

R/o 11.No.772-R, Street No. 15-A, 

Pratap Nagar, Bathinda, Punjab. 

... Petitioner 

Versus 

The Zonal Manager, Punjab and Sind Bank, Zonal Office. 
Bhangu Road, Bathinda, Punjab, 

... Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

Tor the workman : Sh. R. P. Rana. Advocate 
Tor the Management : Sh. J.S. Sathi. Advocate. 

AWARD 

Passed on 1 st May, 2012 

Central Government vide Notification No. L-12012/ 
105/2002 -IR(B-!1)) Dated 11-10-2002, by exercising its 
powers under Section 10 sub-section (1) Clause (d) and 
sub-section (2-A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(hereinafter referred to as Act) has referred the following 
Indu.strial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal; 

'“Whether the action of the management of Punjab 
and Sind Bank in terminating the services of 
Sh. Chander Mohan S/oSh. Krishan 1 ,al, Fx-Peon (ITaily 
Wage Basis). w.e.f. 1-1 -2001 w'ithout any notice and 
without any payment of retrenchment compensation 
is legal and Just? If not, what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

The case of the workman is that he served different 
stints in dilVercnt branches of the iiank since 1st January, 
1988 to 29-12-2000. His last stint was in Zonal Office, 
Bathinda for which he had been issued an appointment 
letter dated 4-5-1999 for a period of two months. Vide letter 
dated 2-8-1999 his services were e.xtended and the same 
were extended from time to time after notional breaks of 3 
or 4 days. Lastly, these were extended vide letter dated 
30-12-2000 for a period of 60 days but he was allowed to 
work only up to 31 -12-2000 and his services were terminated 
w.e.f 1-1-2001. He has alleged that he has completed more 
than 240 days’ service in the year 1999 and 2000 and in the 
preceding 12 months before the date of termination ol his 
service but his services were terminated without complying 
the provisions of Section 25-F ofthc Act. There arc 4 regular 
post of Peon in the Zonal Office, Bathinda. But his services 
were terminated so that he could not claim for absorption 
on regular basis. He was not allowed to complete 240 days 
of service for the same purpose and this action of the 
management amount to unfair labour practice. He has prayed 
for his reinstatement along with full backwages 
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The claifill the management. It was 

stated tfiil; on temporary basis on 

daily waj^ been recruited as per 

Recruitn1erft^tdV^^p|i$'Pot ent to remain in the 

emptoyil|etfr'oTl^|hlfpP^fe is no permanent vacancy 
of Peew andlhfr^irtft^ gl i irt fequire Peons. The workman 
had been^ ei^^^Jfilt|Sip^lfttly atdifferent branches for 
short came to an automatic 

end after the''assf g)M |W # i f ft fe contingency was over. He 
has not put in ^iFvice or regular 240 days 

continuoie scti¥^ tac%B^dte protection of Section 25-F 
of the Act. Ilta different branches of the 

Bank can nolbe^blMi|N^^ther to determine the length 
of continutws 

In suppevtH^h^ $abd worieman examined himself 
an^ filed an’ dated 4th May, 1999, while 
the I^kcxam1ne(fSt^^f|N^|^,'Manager and filed certain 
papers. - ' - ■ ■ . 

1 havepeni9(^ #e'(^iithce on record and heard the 
learned cottn»^.f^^f|tNks. I have also gone through 
the written ar^Hnef^ I aanagement. 

The {xrtfit in this matter is :— 

Whether die completed 240 days of 

service in the 12 cole^^tlMijniOiiiths preceding 1 -1 -2001, the 
date of termhtati^ service and he is entitled to 
protection o f Scclic^^iSlipjtrfr the A ct. 

For the pu(ii)ose ain4 df^termination of the point in 
issue the period 1*4^2000 to 31 -12-2000 becomes 
relevant. ^ , 

The woi^nlj^^lKI^ not produced any evidence 
showing his d^iring this period. The 

appointnrcnt filed by him is dated 4th 

May, 1999 anddfi^i^pdllPll^nf for 60 days. 

Thus this paper late to the period in issue. 

Mowev<^ theCopiitgi prii^l^r of employment relating to 
workman rded^hf it on workman's application 

(p^rNor^ the year 2000 after 

being reheviidOn^hHFlkil^^ in job from February 

to again remained in job 

in SeptambcrtM^lk^M^^ 2(100 and then in the month of 
I)ecember 26th December to 31st 

Decemb^, 2<^0O: tsel for workman argued that 

the mana^hl^^^ ^d the complete record of 

the wbtktnad‘:^B& ^yip (i^|^^^cal the fact of more than 
240 days Management however has 

filed an a|^ic}idni^^i^^:2^sd49-6-2000, joining report 
of the relieving letter dated 

17-8-2000 ps^hr relating to workman showing 

that the wprkfri^~^|^4^ employment of the 

msmagement ftpm 17-8-2000. The management 

has not pro(kl^4dlk^:^|l||h|pr af employees of this period. 
Thus bank it is clear that 

the workmm'W^-'|n^di(|^|4i^!oymen of the management 
for the folk)w«%|M8ii«li##ic year 2000. 


[Part II— Sa. 3(ri)] 

I day 
^ days 
31 days 

30 days 

31 days 
3+11=14 days 

31 days 
17 days 
31 days 
30 days 
Nil 

December — 6 days 

Total = 251 days 

I hus he worked for more than 240 days (hiring the 
period, 1 find force in the argument of iftc lejamied counsel 
for the workman. 

But then the argument of the management is that the 
workman worked at different branches of the bank during 
the period. Learned counsel invited my atten^n to the 
statement of workman where he hinascif has admMted that 
he had been engaged at different branches of the bank and 
there was no case of transfer from one branch to another. 
The management witness has also slated that the workman 
had been appointed in different branches of the bank, the 
appointment letter however had been issued by the Zonal, 
Office as it is the competent authority to make the 
appointment. It may be noted that in Haryana Urban 
Development Authority Vs. Om Pal 200711LU 1030 where 
the Labour Court had clubbed the service in two sub¬ 
divisions of a daily wager and had granted the relief, the 
Hpn'blc Supreme Court held ftiat the I .abour Court erred in 
clubbing the service in the two sub-divisions as they are 
separate and distinct. 

The learned counsel for die managenfwnt has also 
argued lhal the workman had been appointed imermiflently 
on the, basis of need without following dfue process of 
recruitment, hence in view of the law laid ddwn by the 
Hon'ble Supreme Court in Himanshu Kumar Vidyarthi and 
Others Vs. State of Bihar 1997 LlC 2075 the termination of'-^ 
the services of the workman cannot be construed to be 
retrenchment, and the protection of Section 25F o6hc Act 
is not available to him. I find myself in agreem^ with the 
learned counsel for mani^emcni The intermittent 
employment of the workman shows that it was on need 
basis and in view of the law laid (lown ini liifiafishu Kumar 
Vidyarthi’s case the protection of Section 25F of the Act 
cannot be extended to the workman and therefore action of 
the management of the bank in terminating tbe services of 
the workman w.e.f. 1-1 -2001 without any notice and without 
payment of retrenchment compensation is li^aJ and just.’ 
Workman is not entitled to any relief. Reference is answered 
against the workman. Let two copies of the Award be sent 
to Central Government for ftirther necessary action. 

ASHOK KUMAR RAS'IXXjI. Presiding Officer 
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18 5-2012 '50^1^30 ^ 1 

[ R. T^-12012/144/2004- 37T^3TR (^-11) ] 
?TWT oh, 3T^RFT 3Tf^=h[<) 

New Delhi, the 28th May, 2012 

S.O. 2114.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.CGIT/NGP/ 
116/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Nagpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Central Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 18-5-2012. 

[No. L-12012/144/2004-IR (B41)] 

SHEESM RAM, Section Officer 

ANNEXUR1-: 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT^UIM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 
Case No.ee; IT/NGP/116/2004 Date: 9-5-2012 

Party No.l : The Regional Manager, 

Central Bank of India, Regional Office, 
Victoria Building, Kamptee Road, 
Nagpur “440001 
Versus 

Party No.2 : Shri Bhujang S/o. Narayan Gotphode, 
At Woni, Tah-Arni, Distt. Yavatmal, 
Maharashtra. 


India, Loni Branch, Tah. Ami, Distt. Yavatmal is legal 

& justified? If not, what relief is the workman entitled 

to?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman, Shri Bhujang 
Gotphode, (“the workman” in short), filed the statement of 
claim and the management of the Central Bank of India 
("Party No. I" in short) filed its written statement. 

fhe case of the workman is that he came to be 
appointed with party no. 1 orally on I -1 -1996, as a labourer 
on daily wages and he worked at Loni Branch of the Bank, as 
per the direction of party no. 1 and his services were utilized 
by the Branch Manager at Loni Branch even for the purpose 
of collecting loan amount fi-om the customers of the Branch 
and his service record was clean and unblemished and he 
worked with party no. I continuously till the termination of 
his services on 1-1-2003 and his service record was kept by 
party no. I and in such service record, artificial breaks were 
shown by party r\o. 1 and he was also shown as "Badli 
worker", in order to avoid his claim by permanency and his 
services were orally terminated abmptly and illegally of the 
Branch Manager of Loni Branch w.c.f 1-1-2003, without 
following the provisions of the Act and before termination 
of his services, neither one month's notice, nor one month's 
wages in lieu of the notice nor retrenchment compensation 
was given to him, as required under Section 25-F of the Act 
and the party no.) also did not publish any seniority list 
prior to termination of his services as per Rule 81 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules and the party no. I 
adopted unfair labour practice and ample work is available in 
the office of party no. 1 and he has the required qualifications 
including educational qualification required for appointment 
of class 4th employee in the Bank and in spite of submi.ssion 
of document in support of his qualifications, party no.l 
terminated his services to avoid to give him the benefit of 
permanency and though he approached and made 
representations to party no. 1 for his reinstatement in service, 
no heed was paid to the same, so he rai.scd the industrial 
dispute. 


AWARD 

(Dated: 09th May, 2012) 


fhe workman has prayed for his reinstatement in 
service with continuity and fill I back wages. 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of Central Bank of India and their workman, 
Shri Bhujang Gotphode, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-12012/144/2004-1R (B-II) dated 20-10-2004, with the 
following schedule:— 

"Whether the action of the management in relation 
to Central Bank of India, in terminating the services 
ofShri Bhujang Narayan Ciotphode, Central Bank of 


3. fhe party no.l in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was engaged by it at Loni Branch 
as a casual daily rated worker, as and when required basis, 
either due to shortage of sub-staff or in leave vacancy and 
as he was a daily rated worker, his name was not borne on 
the muster roll of the bank and his wages were calculated 
on daily basis according to the number of days of work 
performed by him and wages were paid to him 'accordii^gly 
on vouchers and since he was required to work under the 
Branch Manager, of Loni Branch, necessary instructions 
were being issued to him by the said Branch Manager as 
regard the work to be done and the services of the workman 
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8. In view of the stands taken by the paitie^v i ^hik. 
it apt to mention the principles enunciated by 
Apex Court in this regard, before embarking tlpim the 
discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon 'ble Apex court, in die decision 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Dignivadih Coitiy^^Vs. 
workmen) have held that:- 

"Though Section 25- F spesks of continuous apryke 
for not less than one year under The employer, ff die 


of 12 calendar months both die ponditi(His ait ;fp^d. 

The definition of "Continuous Service" need ndfibc readj 
into section 25-B. The fiction converts service 
in a period of twelve calendar months into comstttHis 
service for one complete yev. The amended Sed^25-B 
only consolidates the provisic^ of ^tibti 
(eet) in one place, adding soineothm^ntters.fl^lip^ 
of the new provisions, however, is not difRTem.^yf1lK:t, 
the mendment of Section 25-:F of the princ^tf Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the.words "for every ‘ 

yezu* of continuous service" has removed a di^odikKMic 
between the unamended Section 25 B and the uraunOKted 
Cl. (b)cf Section 25-F. No unintenupted scrviceisnmpary 
it the total service is 240 days m a period of tweK^cppdar 
mon^ either before the several changes or idterlpye. 

The only change in the Act is tiiat this service be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding die 
date with reference to which calcuUtion has 
':Tbe.pd:^endment has now'''r(myMda':'vaymi^|^pb> 
existedyThe unamended Sectipn25-B. ' . V ^: 

in the decision reported m AIR 19R1 
(Mt^anial Vs. M/s. Bharat ElectrmiiCs Ltd>), ‘ 

Apex Court have held that, . 

"Industrial Disputes Act(l 4 of 1947). SecHonSS- B 
(1) and (2)- Continuous service-Scopc of sub-secppl^ (1) 
and (2) is different, (words and ^rases-Ctnljf^yiWS 
Service) Before a workman caoi co^lain ofietiyky|m^ 
beinghot in consonance with Section 25-F, heNdtodhOw 
that he has been in continuous service for not 
one year under that employer, who has retreQC|hed4!ihn; 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clmak fta^ the 
expression "continuous". Both in principle.and arc 
precedent it must be held that Section 25- B (2)(xjiik|d|m^^'v 
a situation where a workm^ to ji<(d bt emplnj^iii||i^k- 
perii^ of 12 calendar months, but has rcndcred^^t^|lii^^' 
of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar lapepdis 
coindiehcing and counting baik^r([^ from 
date, 1 .e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, hd 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period 0^ one 
year for the purpose of Section *25-13 and chapicrV-A*, ■, 

: Tlie Hon'ble Apex Couit ln;thc dccisionilllAdiP^ 
AfR|^;SC-3'8 (M/s.: E5senT?6i^%#|Li^i|^||;|i 
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"Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947- S.25-F, 10- 
Retrenchment compensation -Termination of services 
without payment of -Dispute referred to Tribunal-Case of 
workman/claimant that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination- Claim denied by 
management-Onus lies upon claimant to show that he had 
in fact worked for 240 days in a year-In absence of proof of 
receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence to prove 
that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination." 

So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by the 
Hon 'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above that 
for applicability of section 25- F of the Act, it is necessary 
to prove that the workman worked for 240 days in preceding 
12 calendar months commencing and counting backwards 
from the relevant date and the burden of such proof is 
upon the workman. 

9. The present case at hand is now to be considered, 
with the touch stone of the principles enunciated by the 
Hon ’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had infact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on I -1 - 
2003. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 1-1-2003, the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

10. Besides his own oral evidence the workman has 
filed Xerox copies of his marksheet, employment 
registration card, school leaving certificate, approach notice 
and affidavits of Shri Raibhan Kanhu Pathare and four 
others. The said documents are of no help to the workman 
to prove his case of working for 240 days In the preceding 
12 months of 1-1-2003. The workman has not produced a 
single document in support of his claim that infact he had 
worked for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of the date 
of his alleged termination i.e. 1-1-2003. The oral evidence 
of the workman on affidavit is not sufficient to prove such 
fact. Hence, it is found that the workman has failed to 
discharge the initial burden of proving that he had worked 
for 240 days in the preceding 12 months of 1-1-2003. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25- F read with section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25- F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

The action of the management in relation to Central 
Bank of India, in terminating the services of Shri Bhujang 
Narayan Gotphode, Central Bank of India, Loni Branch, 
Tah. Ami, Distt. Yavatmal is legal & justified. The workman 
is not entitled to any relief 

J. P.CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 28th May, 2012 
S.O. 2115.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.95/1996) 
of the Central Government Industrial fribunal/Labour Court 
No. 1, Dhanbad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Life Insurance Corporation of India 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 18-5-2012." 

[No.L-17012/l9/l996-IR(B-Il)l 
SHEESHRAM. Section Officer 

ANNEXURt: 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10( 1 )(d)(2A) ofthe 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. 

Reference No. 95 of 1996 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management of 
L.I.e. of India, Patna 

And 

Their Workmen 

Present: Shri H.M. Singh, Presiding Officer 
Appearances 

For the Employers : Shri Raj Dular Sah, Advocate 

For the Workman : Shri D.K. Jha, Advocate 

State: Bihar ; Industry : Insurance 

Dated, the 17th May, 20! 2 

AWARD 

By Older No. L-17012/19/96-lR (B-2) dated 11/16-10-96 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial disputes Act, 1947, referred the following disputq 
for adjudication to this Tribunal: 




T* qAZETTE OF INDIA; JUNE 23, 20I2/ASADHA 2,1934 


[Part 11— &c. 3(ii)l 


“ Whclhcr iheodiaiti'^^e management of LIC of 
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gement is that the concerned 
n^ce Development Officer 
ihat he was discharging his 
ment Officer. It has been 
workman was appointed as 
ed 15-4-89 with apprentice- 
17-4-89. After completion of 
c^ed workman was posted 
braining. Dehri Branch office 
ixed his Head Quarters at 
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leir letter dated 20-7-89. On 


the basis of and according to rules and performance during 
the 2 b>prentice-ship period he was put on prcAi^ion w,c.f 
17-4-90 vide letter dated 14-1-91. The concerned workman 
put on probation for one year w.c. f. 17-4-W bt4 during 
this period his performance was not uplo the mark and 
stipulation, although it is true that the concerned workman 
made a representation for trsuisfer to Patna on the grounds 
of the alleged attack by anti-social elements but on an 


it was found that Sri Choudhaiy had failed onall counts. 1 
has been submitted that in spite of Sri Choadbury’ismost 
unsatisfactory and below standard performapee of work, 
the management took a lenient view keeping his status, as 
schedule cast member, extended his probationary period 
by one year i.e. from 1 -4-91 to 31 -3-92 by letter dated 19-9- 
91.The concerned workman coniinued with his 
representation in I r91 and 12’91 and on.28-1-92 for his 
transfer to Patna City Branch, in each he was.stating that 
he could not perform well because he was feetii^ insecure. 
Considering his representation, the Divisional Officer vide 
letterdated 3-2-92 informed him that it was noft possible to 
accede to his request and he was asked to continue his 
work at Bikramganj. On the appraisal of the performance of ^ 
the concerned workman’s extended probatiwj period i.c 
hrom 1 -4-91 to 31 -3-92 was made and it was found that he 
had failed on all counts. Accordingly, on the basis of 
unsatisfactory performance his service was tciminated w.c.l*. 
1-4-1992. 

In view of such circumstances, it has been prayed 
that the Hon’ble Tribunal be pleased to pasff^ award in 
fevour of the management. 

4. Both the parties have filed their respective 
rejoinders admitting and denying the contci^^f some of 
Ae paragraphs of each other’s written statem^. 

5. 'Fhe management produced M W-1; Md. Mustafa 
and proved documents as Exts. M-1 to M-7. 

The concerned workman produced himself 
WW-1. On behalf of the concerned worknfum documents 
have been marked as Exts. W-1 to W-IO. 

6. Argument advanced on behalf of concerned 
workman is that no domestic enquiry was heU before 
tenpinating his service. Nciftier any principles of natural 
justice has been followed for terminating the service of the 
concerned workman by the management. 

In this respect MW-1 in his cross-examina^enat ][^c 
2 that the note sheet (Ext. M-3) was not prepared by the 
'Mfmager of Dehri Branch of L.l.C. in th«U,note-shccl 
nowhere there is any recommendation by the Mwiagcr of 
Ddtri Branch of L.l.C. It shows'ftiat no rcxxMninBhdsui^ 
Dehri Branch of LIC to dismiss the concerned wmieman 
from service. No show cause notice was tohimand 
he has been dismissed from wiT^ice straightw^d^^ back 
date. This should have been done after following the 
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principles of natural justice. Ext. M-2 shows that the 
concerned workman was appointed as a Probationary 
Development Officer after completion of his training. As 
per Ext. M-3 he was dismissed without any domestic enquiry 
only on the ground that he was incompetent. He should 
have been given warning or notice for his not giving alleged 
target quota set up by the management. Ext. M-4 shows 
that his transfer has been turn down by the management. 

Another argument advanced on behalf of the 
concerned workman is that his probation period was 
extended on 19-9-91 from I -4-91 to 31 -3-92, as per Ext, W-8. 
It shows that this period of probation from 1-4-91 has been 
extended by this letter from back date. As per Ext. W-7 the 
concerned workman was dismissed from service w.e.f. 
1-4-92 by letter dated 2-6-92. It also shows that he was 
dismissed with retrospective effect. A person should be 
removed from service by earlier order and not by later order. 

7. On bchal f of the concerned workman law has been 
referred which is 2008 ICLR 1074 in which Hon'ble Supreme 
Court held that the EIC is an 'Industry'. 

Also refereed 2011 AIR SCW 3455 in which Hon'ble 
Supreme Court laid down-“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 
1947) S.2(s)-workman-Part-timc employes, contractual 
employee, temporary or casual cmployee-AII are workman, 
cases Referred; Air2010 SC 1116:2010 AIR SCW 1357; 2010 
1..1.C. l433:20l0(2)AIRKarR 163:2010AIRSCW6387; 
2011 (1) AIR Bom R 130; (2010) 5 see 497: AIR 2008 SC 
(Supp.) 342:2008 AIR SCW 223:2008 (I)ALJ 790; AIR 2008 
sc (Supp.) 1134; 2008 AIR SCW 1474:2008 LAB 1C 1375: 
2008 (3) AIJ 533; AIR 2007 SC 528:2007 AIR SCW 70:2007 
Lab IC987:2007 AIR SCW2357:2007 L.I.C. 1955:2007(3) 
AIR Kar R 433: 2007 (2) AIR Jhar R 908: 2007 AIR SCW 
7305:2008 (I) ALJ 245: AIR 2006 SC 1806:2006 AIR SCW 
1991:2006 (3) AIR Kar R 320: AIR 2003 SC 1872:2003 AIR 
SCW 1340:2003 I.ab IC 1449; 2003 AIRJhar.HCR 548: AIR 
2003 SC 3044:2003 AIR SCW 3872:2003 ALL U 2057: AIR 
2001 SC 479:2001 AIR SCW 77:2001 L.I.C.476: AIR J993 
SC 1388: 1993 I.ab IC 428: (1990) 3 SCC 682: AIR 1984 SC 
500:1983 L.I.C. 1865: Air 1982 SC 854:1982 lab IC 81 LAIR 
1981 SC 422: 1980 Lab IC 1292: AIR 1981 SC 1253: 1981 
L.I.C. 806: AIR 1980 SC 1219; 1980 Lab IC 687: AIR 1976 SC 
232:AIRI976SC1I1; 1976 l.abIC 769: AIR 1974 SC37: 1974 
LablCI-33;AIR 1964 SC 477: AIR 1961 SC 1617: AIR 1961 
SC644: AIR 1960SC610.” 

Another law referred is (2008) 2 Supreme Court Cases 
(L&S) 1083 in which Hon'ble Supreme Court laid down- 
"Civil Appeal No. 2004 of2008, decided on March 14,2008." 

Life Insurance Corporation Act, 1956- Ss. 48(2) (cc), 
(2-A),(2-B)&(2-C)-lndustrial Disputes Act, 1947, Ss. 11-A 
and 2(j), lixcluded by virtue of terms and conditions laid 
down under S.48(2)(cc) of LIC Act - -Held, LIC though 'State' 
under Act 12 of the constitution, is also an 'industry' under 


the ID Act, 1947, S.2(j). LIC Act docs not contain any 
provision to exclude Jurisdiction of Industrial court in so 
far as applicability of S.l 1-A, ID Act, 1947, isconcemed- 
M. Venugopal Case, (1994) 2 SCC323, distinguished- A 
workman in LIC has choice of seeking remedy from Civil 
Court or Industrial Court—Civil Procedure Code, 1908 - 
S.9- Constitutution of India-Art. 12." 

Another law referred is (2007) 2 Supreme Court Cases 
(L&S) 264 in which Hon’ble Supreme Court laid down- 
"Industrial DisputedAct, 1947-SC. 10(q)(d), 12(3), 12(5), 
19(2), 19(7), 7-A & 7-B and Ss. 2(oooo), 9-D, 9-E, 9-r (as in 
force in Rajasthan) —Reference-Condition precedent for 
making -F.xistence or apprehension ol an industrial dispute, 
held, is a condition precedent for making a reference-High 
Court can entertain a writ petition impugning a reference 
on the ground of non-existence of an actual or apprehended 
industrial dispute- But Industrial Tribunal cannot examine 
the validity of a reference—Where pursuant to identical 
charter of demands made by several unions, the 
management and a representative union reached a 
conciliation settlement to be operclive immediately after 
the expiry of the previous settlement, held, the new 
settlement became binding on all workmen of the 
establishment including those belonging to a dissenting 
minority union — Principle of collective bargaining 
underlining the Act for resolving industrial disputes and 
maintaining peace, taken not of Hence, during the 
existence of such a settlement, a dissenting minority union, 
which was not eligible for registration as a representative 
union, held, was not entitled to make an industrial dispute 
in respect of the demands left out in the new settlement 
Further held, in the said circumstances the notice given by 
such a minority union under S. 19(2) to tenninate the earlier 
settlement was invalid — words and Phrases 
"Representative union" - -Trade Unions Act, 1936, S.4." 

Also referred 2006 Supreme Court Cases (L&S) I in 
which Hon'ble Supreme Court held "Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947-Ss. 25-F, 25-B, 11 and 10- Requirement of240 days' 
continuous service-Onus to provc-lvvidcnce to be Icd- 
Applicability of Evidence Act, 1872- Held, burden of proof 
lies on workman. It is for workman to adduce cogent 
evidence, both oral and documentary mere affidavits or 
self-serving statements made by workman will not suffice- 
Evidcnce Act not applicable to proceedings under S. 10 ID 
Act-In cases involving daily—wagers, workman can only 
call upon employer to rcpoduce before court nominal muster 
roll for the given period and other documents if in 
existence - Drawing od adverse inference would ultimately 
depend thereafter on facts of each case clarified, mere 
non-production of muster rolls per sc, without plea of 
suppression by claimant workman will not be a ground for 
Tribunal to draw adverse inference against employer- 
EvidenccAct, 1872 S. 114II. (g) Applicability." 
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New Delhi, the 28di May, 2012 
S.O. 2116.—In pursuance of Scctioti 17 Of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of l947)j^J^ Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No,GG|T-2/ 
30 of2008) of the Central Government Inch^l^Ttteuil/ 
Udx>ur Court No.2, Mumbai now as shown inPlihe il^tnextuc 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers tirrelation 
to the management of Bank of Maharashtra Mid their 
workmen, which was received by the ('chtrad Ge^A^^ent 
onl7-5-20K2. 

[No. 1.-1201178/2Q0S'm(B-Il)l 
SHEESH RAM, Se^ioiiOfficer 

ANNEXllW: 

BEFORE THE CENTfUL GOVEIUMl^ 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 2, MliNBin, 

PRESENT 

K.B. KATAKE : Presidihg OITiGer 
Reference No.CGIT-^30 Of 2diB 

Employers In Relation To The Managcatmtt-of'llank 
of Maharashtra 

The Chairman mid Mans^iiql Erector 

Bank of Mtdimashtra 

Lokmangal 

l50l,5hivajiNagar 

Pune^IldG5.(MS). 


Their Worlunen 
The General Secretary 


MumfaaiZkme, Room NoJ^TwBf 
Cawasjee Patel Street ■ 
Fort, Nfeimbiu-400 023. 


JOH^RANCES: 
For The Employer 

For The Workmen 


Mr.M.B.AndiiBi; 

Advocate 


he Workmen Np appcaiwidfe 

Mumbai, dated the 6Ui'hliich, 2012. 

AWAllD 

The Government of India, Ministry Labour ifc 


15415-2008 in exercise of the powers confish^l^ clause 
(d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2 (A) oifS^tion 10 
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of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the that the first party be directed to allot the post of Mead 

following industrial dispute to this Tribunal for Cashier-I to the employees who arc entitled and desire to 

adjudication: accept the same as per the earlier sctllemctu. 


"Whether the term and condition No.4 contained in 
the 'Memorandum of Settlement' (Bipartite) dated 
17-10-2006 is in contravention with the Memorandum 
of Settlement dated 13-4-1987 signed by the parties 
during the course of conciliation and also with the 
Vlllth Industry Level Bi-Partite Settlement dated 
2-6-2005. If yes, to what relief the disputant union/ 
employees are entitled?” 

2. After receipt of the reference, both the parties were 
served with the notices. They appeared through their legal 
representatives. The second party union has filed its 
statement of claim at Ex-6. According to it, clause 4 of 
settlement dt. 17-10-2006 is in contravention of settlement 
dated 13-4-1987 and settlement dated 2-6-2005 and this 
clause 4 is liable to be quashed. Even otherwise entire 
settlement dt. 17-10-06 being illegal is liable to be quashed 
and set aside. According to them after bringing into 
operation the above settlement dated 17-10-2006, many 
employees throughout the country who otherwise are 
eligible to hold the post of Head Cashier-I were deprived of 
the said post on the ground that they have not passed the 
aptitude test. Few of the employees who have passed even 
the aptitude test but not interested to work in cash 
department were not given opportunity either to accept 
the offer or to reject the same which right was crystal ized in 
the settlement dt. 13-4-1987. Therefore it violates principle 
of nature justice also. All the above types of employees 
have be deprived of their law full right of holding the post 
of Head Cashier-1 or rejecting the said post only because 
of introducing unnecessary and uncalled for settlement dt. 
17-10-2006 purported to have been signed by the 
management hand in glove with one of their favorite 
federation representing employees. It amount to unfair 
labour practice provided under Industrial Dispute Act, 1947. 
The settlement is not only unfair and illegal but it is anti¬ 
employees and also deserves to be quashed. The union 
has raised industrial dispute before the ALC (C). ALC (C) 
made an attempt of conciliation. As conciliation failed, on 
the report of ALC, Ministry of Labour & Employment has 
sent the reference to this Tribunal. The union therefore 


3. The first party Bank resisted the statement of claim 
vide its written statement at Ex-11. According to them, the 
allegations made in the statement of claim are false. 
According to them, the skill test stipulated by the Bank for 
the post of Head Cashier-1 has no significance. It is 
unnecessarily called for. The Bank has rightly stipulated 
condition of passing of skill test for the allowance 
carrying post for which use of computers is a must. 
The said skill test is stipulated as part of provisions of 
VIII Bi-Partite settlement dt, 2-6-2005. The union has 
accepted the fact that in the present era almost all the 
employees have to work on computer and manual work 
has become exceptional. Inspite of admitting this 
position the said union is disputing the action of the 
Bank of making Head Cashier-I to work online. Their 
stand is contrary to their prayer. The settlement dated 
17-10-2006 was signed by the parties as per the future 
need and requirement. The second party has raised the 
instant dispute on .behalf of very few In eligible 
employees who are not interested in working. The 
majority employees including members of the second 
party union have already derived benefits of the said 
memorandum settlement dt, 17-10-2006. The claim of 
the union is devoid of merit. Therefore the first 
party management prays that the reference be 
rejected. 

4. By way of rejoinder Ex-14 the second party has 
denied the contents in the written statement. 

5. Following are the issues for my determination as 
re-casted at Ex-15. I record my findings thereon for the 
reasons to follow; 

Issues Findings 

1. Whether condition no. 

4 of Bi-partite 

settlement dt. 17-10-2006 

deserves to be quashed? No. 

2. What order? As per final order 


prays that the condition no.4 in the memorandum of 
settlement dt. 17-10-2006 be declared in contravention with 
the memorandum of settlement dt. 13-4-1987 signed by the 
management and the union during the course of conciliation 
and also with the VIII industry level Bi partite settlement dt 
2-6-2005. The union also prays that the said condition no.4 
in the settlement dt. 17-10-2006 be declare not binding on 
the members of second party union and the employees 
who have been deprived of the post of Head Cashier-I due 
to application of clause 4 of the settlement. They also prays 


REASOIVS 

Issue no.l : 

6. In this respect both the pariic.s have not led any 
oral or documentary evidence on record. After perusing 
the pleadings of the parties it is revealed that the second 
party union has challenged condition 4 in the Bipartite 
settlement dt. 17-10-2006 by which passing of aptitude test 
is a pre-condition for the post of Head Cashier-1. According 
to the union such a condition was not in the earlier bi- 
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of Section 17 of the 
'14 of 1947), the Central 
©award (Ref. No.CGIT-2/ 
mment Industrial Tribunal 
V as shown in the Annexure 
n the employers in relation 


to the management of M/s. J.M. liaxi & Co. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Govfflfnmcnl 
on 17-5-2012. 

[No.L-36011/2/201 WR(B-II)] 
SHEESHRAM, SecttenOfiBccr 

annexuif: 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL. GOVERNM^fT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, IvajS^I 

PRESENT 

K.B.KATAKE, Presiding Ofllcer 
REFERENCE NOXXjiT-2/58 of 2fUt 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATfONTOTIIF: MANAGPlIENT 
OF 

M/s.J.M.BAXl4^CO. 

The General Manager 
M/s.J.M.Bmci&Co. 

Colaco Building 
Swatantra Path 
Goa-403 802. 


THEIRW(»KMEN 

The General Secretary 
Mormugao Waterfront Workers 
Dr. Mukimd Building 
3rd floor 
Goa-403 802. 

APPEi^RANCES: 

FOR ITIE EMPLOYER : Mr, Rohit Lobo, Advocate 

FOR THE WORKMEN : No appearance 

Goa Camp, dated the 15th M»di, ^ 12. 

AWARD 

The Government of ^dia. Ministry of Ltoour & 
Employment by its Order No. L-SfiO 11/2/201 dated 

18-07-2011 in exercise of the powers confemdh^ Chmse 
(d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Scctom 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have-releiTed the 
following industrial dispute to this TrihiUMii for 
adju^c^ion: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
M/s. J.M. Baxi & Co. in diScontiiMiiiig the 
employment of Shri Maiutoar Pargb, Stori Narayan 
Hsumalkar and Shri KridmNeruttc^W.e.f. (^•4)Si-20i0 
without following the due fwbccss of Mwf is legal and 
justified? What relief toe wodemen ae toltojsd to?” 

2. After receipt ofthe reference, notices unissued 
to both the parties. Second party was didy s^ved with 
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notice. Registered AD receipt to that effect is at Ex-4 A. 
I'lie second party union though duly served, did not appear 
and file their statement of claim. Without Statement of claim, 
the reference cannot be decided on merits and the same 
deserves to be dismissed. Thus 1 pass the following order: 

ORDER 

Relerencc stands dismissed for want of prosecution. 
Date; 15-03-2012 
C.'ainp; (ioa 

K.R, KATAKH, Presiding Officer, Judge 
30 2012 

■^.3Tr. 2118.—1947 (! 947 
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30 5 2012 RRl ^331 sqn 

i2()i2/2S/20091), 
34. XT?3 1201 1/26/2009-3TT^3TR 1) t 
3% t34F,' ^3^ STfR^ft 

New Delhi, the 30lh May, 2012 

S,(). 2118.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute's Act, 1947 (14 ol 1947), the Central 
(iovernment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 39/20(W 
& 08/2010) of the Central Government Industrial lYibunal- 
cum-l.abour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
State Bank of Mysore and their workmen, received by the 
C’entral Government on 30-5-2012. 

[No.l.-l2()12/28/2009-lR(B-l), 
No. L-1201 l /26/2009-!R{B-I)] 
RAMi :SI I SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNKXIJRK 

RKKORK I IIECEN I RALf iOVERNMENT 
INDUS IRIALTRIBUNAIXUM-LABOIJRCOIJRT, 

ban(;au>re 

Dated : 20lh April, 2012 
Present 

SI IK I S.N. NAVAI-GUND, PresidingOfllccr 
( .R.No. 39/2009 & C.R. No. I>. 08/2010 


I Part) 


II Parts 


Shri 11 V. Srinivasa. 
Near Viia\a Bank. 
Mafadi lown. 


I he Dy, General Manager, 
State Bank of Mysore, 
Bangalore /i)nc-ll. 


Tirumala, BK.G Complex, Avenue Road, 

Ramanagar District, Bangalore 

Tirumala-562120 

AWARD 

1. rhe Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (I) and sub section 
(2A) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 
of 1947) has referred this dispute vide order Nos.L-12012/ 
28/2009-lR(B-l)dated 13-07-2009and I.-12011/26/2009-IR- 
(BI) dated 14-10-2009 for adjudication on the following 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Stale Bank 
of Mysore Region II, Bangalore /one in imposing 
the punishment of compulsory retirement from 
services of the Bank with Superannuation benefits 
in terms of clause 19.6 (C) of the bipartite settlement 
vide order dated 11 -06-2005 to the applicant Shri I !.V. 
Srinivasa, Ex. Cashier-cum-Godown Keeper is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
concerned is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference pursuant to the notices 
issued by this court both sides entered their appearance 
through their respective advocates and the first party filed 
claim statement on 6-10-2010 and the second parly filed 
counter statement on 15-03-2011 respectively. 

3. After completion of the pleadings touching the 
fairness of the Domestic Enquiry while raising a 
preliminary issue as to "whether the Domestic Enquiry 
conducted against the first party by the second party is 
fair and proper"?, .receiving the evidence of Presenting 
Officer in the Domestic Enquiry for the management as 
MWl and marking the 28 documents i.c. the order of 
suspension dated 17-12-2002; charge sheet dated 
14-02-2003 ;proceedings of the enquiry dated 25-06-2003; 
proceedings of the enquiry dated 10-07-2003; proceedings 
of the enquiry dated 24-07-2003; proceedings of the 
enquiry dated 07-08-2003;of the enquiry dated 
20-11-2003; proceedings of the enquiry dated 5-01-2003; 
proceedings of the enquiry dated 12-01 -2004; proceedings 
of thr enquiry dated 14-01-2004; proceedings of the 
enquiry dated 16-01-2004; proceedings of the enquiry 
dated 5-03-2004; proceedings of the enquiry dated 
19-03-2004; proceedings of the enquiiy dated 15-04-2004; 
proceedings of the enquiry dated 16-04-2004; original 
documents marked on behalf of the second parly in the 
enquiry exhibits BEX-l to BEX-8; Summing up report of 
the Presenting'Officer dated 28-04-2004; Written Bricl ol 
Defence Representative dated 12-05-2004; Findings of 
the enquiry officer dated 17-05-2004; views and comments 
on the findings of the enquiry officer by the first party; 
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Chaise Sheet 

“It is alleged that while working a^iCai^hicr 
Godownkeeper at Kudur Branch yottr have 
committed certain grave iircgularhics of 

omission and commission, in rcsp<x:t of 
arc charged as under: 

Charge I 

On 29-06-2002 you have received a cashff||il|iMlce 
of Rs. 1000 from Smt. Rathnamma whi^l^i^had 


maintained at the branch. After rccciviii^ the ^id 
sum you have issued a counterfoil aflixietfwkhcash 
received seal and subscribed with your in^alsr and. 
also entered the remittance in the pass^^^jiif lbc 
account holder. However, you have failed^'^ciEMht 
the receipt in the Bank's books. Subsequently on 
9-12-2002 it is only when the account KoWerhiuJ 
desired to close the account at^ receive h*ek the 
balance amount, you have made good the said sum 
of Rs. 1 000 which act is prejudicial to theintefrist of 
the bank. Thus, you have committed an act of “gross 
misconduct” in terms of Clause 19.5j of the Bipartite 
Settlement. As you have committed acts of 
dishonesty, you have lost the conddcncc that the 
Bank had reposed on you for being continued iivthe 
services of the bank, the cmpUn ccs of which arc 
required to enjoy the greatest conlldcncc of the bank 
by observing a highest honesty. 

‘Chargell 

Shri R.S. Murthy,' who was maintaining 
Account No. 1735 had come to the branch fo:cto.sc 
his account and withdraw the balance avaikai^^ you 
made a fictitious credit entry of Rs.5000:mThe HI) 
ledger of the branch to give the said eusiomcrntjelicf 
that the actual balance in the account was Rs.'f5.(MH) 
though the actual balance was^ Rs. lOOOO so that the 
customer would not question the remittance of 
Rs.5000 which he had made carlicrand which he hud 
not accounted in the Bank's books and thus eit^cd 
. the customer to withdraw the sum oCRs. 15Q0ft when 
he closed the account. Subscqucnily on 9-,f2-2(M>2 
when your acts committe as per ('harge 1 canK‘'lo the 
notice of the Branch Manager, you have madC^ood 
the said sum of Rs.SOOOtp the credit of the said R1) 
Account No. 1735 ol Shri RiS. Murihy undera pitN in 
slip tilled by you. Thus by misusing viuir oftkiul 
position you have deliberately made llclituHiS cJ^ivs 
in the Bank's books and teinptjrarily misiippn^^iflcd- 
Bank's tunds ot Ks.5000, which is preiudiejaf to the 
irvterest oI the Bank. 'FhVis yt*u havc,iui 
act of “(iross misconducl” in terms ofClause'tP^j 
of the Bipartite Settlements. As you have ccat^vUcd 
acts <)f d islionesiy you have lost the serviciis StIh:' 
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Bank, ihc employees of which are required to enjoy 
the greatest confidence of the Bank by observing a 
highest honesty. 

Chaise 111 

Shri M.S.Abdul Rehman, who was maintaining an 
RD account No. 1653 had come to the branch to close 
his account to withdraw the balance amount 
available. You made a fictitious credit entry of 
Rs. 1000 fn the RD ledger of the branch to give the 
said customer a belief that the actual balance in the 
account was Rs. 24,000 though the actual balance 
was 23,000 so that the customer would not question 
the remittance of Rs. 1000 which he had made earlier 
and which he had not accounted in the Bank's books 
and thus enabled the customer to withdraw the sum 
of Rs.24000 when he closed the account. 
Subsequently on 9-12-2002 when your acts committed 
as per Charge I came to the notice of the Branch 
Manager, you have made good the said sum of 
Rs. 1000 to the credit of the said RD Account 1653 of 
Shri M.S. Abdul Rehman under a pay in slip filled by 
you. Thus you have committed an act of “gross 
misconduct” in terms of Clause 19.5j ofthc Bipartite 
Settlement. As you have committed acts of 
dishonest} you have lost the confidence that the 
bank had reposed on you for being continued in the 
services of the bank, the employees of which are 
required to enjoy the greatest confidence of the bank 
by observing a highest honesty. You are therefore, 
called upon to submit your explanation for the 
aforesaid alleged charges within seven days from 
the dale of receipt of this charge sheet, failing which 
il will be construed that you have no satisfactory 
repK to <ifi'er and lurlher action will be initiated 
wiihoul further reference to you." 

I he Disciplinaiy Authority being not satisfied with 
the reply given by the first parly initiated the Domestic 
I nquity appointing Shri K. Jayasekaran as linquiry Olficer 
and Shri S. .lagadish as Presenting Officer. The linquiry 
Officer after receiving the oral evidence of 
Shri Ranganathappa for the management as BWl and 
exhibilingextract ot'RDAccount of customers as BliX 1 to 
Bl X K. w hen the first party/CSl; did not choose to lead any 
evidence after receiving the written briel's IVom both sides 
submitted his findings dated l4-()2-2(}03 charge No. I being 
proved and ( barge No.2&3 being not proved, fhe 
I )isciplinai} Authority thereafter while forwarding the copy 
of the enquiry finding to the C'Sli issued show cause notice 
as to why he should not be dismissed from service and 
after affording the personal hearing passed the impugned 
order imposing ihe punishment of (Compulsory Retirement 
from service of the bank with superannuation benefits in 


terms of clause 19.6(c) of Bipartite Settlement. Since the 
Appellate Authority also after affording the personal 
hearing to the first party affirmed the punishment imposed 
by the Disciplinary Authority the CSI’./first party placed 
the conciliation proceedings before the ALC(Cenlral), 
Bangalore and on ALC submitting the failure report, the 
Central Government made this reference for adjudication. 

6. Since the learned advocate appearing for the first 
party fairly submitted there being no reason to say the 
Domestic inquiry being not fair and proper and the same 
came to be answered in favour of the management and the 
learned advocate also did not assail the enquiry finding as 
far as charge No. I is concerned which is held proved the 
only consideration for this court is as to whether the 
punishment of Compulsory Retirement imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority upheld by the Appellate Authority 
is disproportionate to the charge of misappropriation 
proved against the first party. 

7. Once the finding of the enquiry t)fficer regarding 
misappropriation of a customer’s money received by a 
Cashier remained undisturbed, absolutely 1 find no 
reason to show sympathy in relation to the punishment 
imposed on such bank official. Usually in case of 
niisappropriation by a bank official that too a cashier 
entrusted with the duty of monetarv transaction relating 
to the bank dismissal is an appropriate punishment. 
However, the disciplinary authorilv having regard to 
amount of misappropriation involved in the case on hand 
and fairly remitting the amount when the same came to 
light having imposed the punishment of Compulsory 
Retirement with Superannuation benefits it cannot be said 
that such a punishment imposed b\ the Disciplinary 
authority is disproportionate to the charge proved against 
the first party. Under the circumstances I fiild no reason 
to interfere either in the enquiry finding or punishment 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority upheld by the 
Appellate Authority. 

8. In respect of this very subject the Central 
Government having made two references t)ne registered in 
('R No.39/20()9and another registered in ('R No.8/10. both 
are disposed off through this common aw ard. 

9. Accordingly I pass the following award ; 

AWARD 

I he reference is rejected holding that the action ol' 
the management of' Slate Bank of Mysore Region-11. 
Bangalore /one in imposing punishment of compufsoiy 
retirement on Shri IIV. Srinivasa, l/x-Cashiercum Godown 
Keeper with Superannuating bcneilts is legal and justified 
and he is not entitle for any relief. 

S. N. NAVALGUND. Presiding Officer 
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2. “Whether the action of the management of State 
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CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 30th May, 2012 

S.O. 2120.—The following amendment is made to 
the Notification [bearing F. No. L-4201 l/15/2006-IR(DU), 
dated 06-02-2012] regarding publishing the award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 1, Dhanbad in the industrial dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Central Fuel 
Research Institute and their workman : 

In Line 3 of the Notification : 

For (Ref. No. 100/94/7) 

Read (Ref No. 18/2007) 

[No. 1.42011/15/2006-IR (DU)] 
RAMKSU SINGH, Desk Officer 
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I 77. ■q;. 11016 03 ^011 kRidO/l II j 
■■H-vid 41?fl, 3TdJ Old-.; 
New Dcilii. the 30lh Mii>. 2012 

S.O. 2121.—I'lic President i.s plensed tu appoini Slin 
Jayanla Kumar Sen as {’residing Ol’lleei’ ol'the Central 
Government Industrial TribLinal-eiiin-1 .aboiir Court. 
Asansol w.c.f 11 -5-2012 (F/N) for a perkid upto 25-11 -2016 
i.e. till attaining the age ol'65 years or tiiitil ilirther tnciers. 
whichever is earlier. 

[No.A-l 1016 03 201 l-C'i.S-lIj 
A.)AY,I()SIII. UiKler Sec>. 

31 Ri. 2012 

^.37T. 2122.-3tKiini4i 'itN-IdO, 1047 ( lO-f/ 
44 14) ^ ^TRT 17 ^ 37^^04 7R447 ^-^d’. 4l. 
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^371 s-TlI 

I 77. 2201 2/148/201 1 'Mj-/ idK (R'l^ri . j 

V'VR [Rfl, tTT. 'RplTi'' 

New Delhi, the 3 1 st Ma>. 2012 

S.O. 2122.—In pursuance of Section i 7 ut'ihc 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1047). tlie Ceiilra! 
Government hereby publishes the award {Kef. No. 31 20!!) 
of the Central Government Industrial 'I'ribunal-ciim-I .abou! 
CouH, Nagpur now as shown in ilie AnncMire. in Ihn 
industrial Dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfields l.imited, and thc'r worPmen. rercis'oci ‘y\ ihe 
Central Government on 30-5-2012 

[No.I (112 148 201 i-IR(CM-ilii 

RO .IHSli S!N(ill. Desk()ffieer 

ANNtXlRK 

, BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PUFSIDING OFFK KR. 
CGIT-CLM-LABOUR COI R I , NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/31/2011-12 

Date; 09-5-2012 

Parly No, I : The General Managei. 

Western Coalfields 1 .id., Kanhan Area. 
Dungaria. Clihinduara (MP). 


2081 GI/12—19 
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y No. 2 The President, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh(lNTUC), 

Kanhan Area, Dungaria, 

Chhindwara (MP). 

AWARD 

(Dated; 9th May 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
ub-scctron (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
istrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
rt), the C'cntral Government hss referred the industrial 
3 utc between the employers, in relation to the 
lagemcnt of Western Coalfields Ltd., and their workman, 
i Govardhan Pawar, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
2012/148/2011-IR(CM-ll) dai cd 18-11-2011, with the 
edulc in Hindi I .anguage, the Inglish Version of which 
sfollow.s: 

“Whether the action of the management of Kanhan 
Area Hospital of M/s. WCL jn imposing penalty of 
stoppage of.one increment vide order dated 
25/27-1-2010 against Sliri Govardhan Pawar, 
Assistant Foreman is legal and justified'^’ lo what 
re lief the workman COncerred is entitled',’' 

2. On receipt of the refcrcricc. parties were noticed 
file their respective statcmeiU of claim atid written 
temcnl on 01 -02-2012. However, the parlies remained 
;enl on 01-02-2011, strthc case was adjourned to 
-04-2012. On 1 l-04-20lialsoparties remained absent, 
pile of s.urneieni service of the noUcc sent lo them 
registered post with acknowledgement due So, a 
;t chance was given to the petitioner to file the 
itcincnt of claim and the case was posted to 
-05-2012 for filing of statement of claim and documents 
the petitioner. 

On 09-05-2012, neither the petitioner nor anybody 
ic on its behalf appeared in th : Court, No statement of 
hm was also tiled. Management filed vakaiatnama duly 
cepted by Shri A.K. Sashi'to represent them. 

.3. As no statement of cla m has been filed by the 
titioncr iiispitc of giving sulficiimt opportunities for filing 
e same, it is held that the petii ioncY is not interested to 
ocecd with the case'aity furlhcr and there exists no 
dusirial dispute between the parties. Hence, it is 
dcrod : 

imwM 

l he award be treated as “no dispute" award, fhe 
orkman is not entitled toanyrilicf 

J; P. ( HAND, PrcsidingOfilcer 
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[U 1(^-22012/136/2005 ^ 31R (TEftirq-n)] 

7^ fw, arfiwjiO 

New Delhi, the 31 st May, 20! 2 

S.O. 2123.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 25^006) 
of the Centra! Government Industrial 'Fribunal-cum-l^bour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of M/s. I^astem Coalfields 
Limited and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 30-5-2012. 

[No. L-22012/136/2005-1R(CM-!1)1 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

annexurj: 

BEK)RE THE CENTRAL GOVl. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAlX:UM-LABOUR COURT, 
ASANSOL 

PRFiSFiN'l' Sri Kishori Ram, 

Presiding Officer/Link Officer 

REFERENCE No. 25of 2006 

PARTIES: The Agent, Jemehari (R) Colliery of 

M/s. ECL, Bidhanbag, Burdwan. 

Vs. 

Sh. Ajoy Singh 
REPRESENTATlVFiS; 

F'or the management : Sri P.K.Goswami, Advocate 

F'or the union (Workman) : Sri R. Kumar 

INDUS FRY: COAL STA fl-: WEST BENGAL 

Dated-27-04-2012 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub¬ 
section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14of 1947), Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of I.abour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
136/2005- I R(CM-II), dated 14-7-2006 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal. 
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3. Sri Siraj Anwar, P.M. Jemehari (R) Colliery. 


“Whether the action of the management of Jemehari 
(R) Colliery' of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Limited in 
dismissing Sh. Ajay Singh is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/136/2005- IR 
(CM-Ii) dated 14-7-2006 of the above said reference from 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 25 of 
2006 was registered on 9-8-2006 and accordingly an order 
to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed for submission of 
iheir written statement, documents and list of witnesses. 

Sri R. Kumar files a petition praying therein for 
closure of the case as the case has already been settled 
amicably and the workman, Sri Ajay Singh has been 
allowed to join duty. An office order bearing Ref No. SAT/ 
PLR/Re-instalement/201 1/326 dated 27-9-2011 along with 
f-omi ‘H’ duly signed by authorized representative of the 
management and Sri Ajay Singh. The concerned workman 
from the office of the General Manager, Satgram Area has 
been received by post on 7-10-11 which shows that the 
case has been settled and the workman has been posted 
al Modern Satgram Colliery. 

Considering the above facts, the case is closed and 
accordingly it is awarded that case has been settled as per 
for ‘H’ memorandum of settlement between both the parties 
as an integral part of it. The terms and conditions of the 
settlement shall be binding upon both the parties. Hence, 
it is ordered. 

ORDER 

Let dn “Aw ard” be and same is passed as per above. 

Iorm ‘11/ containing terms and conditions do form as an 
integral part of the Award Send the copies of the award to 
the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
information and needful. The reference is accordingly 
disposed of. 

KlSllORI RAM, PresidingOfflcer/LinkOfficer 

roRM‘ir 

(See Rule 58) under Industrial Dispute 
Central Rules, 1957 

Memorandum of settlement arrived at between 
Sri Ajay Singh, Hx. Ug. Loader, UM No. 118862 of Modem 
Satgram Colliery and Management of Satgram Area (BCD, 

Representat ive of Management 

1. Sri N. Jha. General Manager, Satgram .Area, 

2. Sri J.S. Sayare, Dy, C.P.M,, Satgram Area. 


Ex, Workman concerned 

1. Sri Ajay Singh 

Lx. Loader, UM No. 118862 
Modem Satgram Colliery 

Short recital of the ease 

1. Sri Ajay Singh Lx. Ug. Loader. U.M.No. 118862 ol 
Modern Satgram Colliery was charge shee'ed lor 
absenting from duty'from 06'11-1998, .Adcpartmeiual 
enquiry was conducted, wherein ilie charges were 
proved and accordingly Sri .Aja) Singh was 
terminated from his services on dismissa! vide letter 
No. SA'l'GM PHRC/97 131 (B). dated 21 -4 ()6-0S- 100‘> 

2 Sri Ajay Singh Lx. Ug. l^oadcr, UM, No. 118862 ol 
Modern Satgram Colliery had suhiniltcd inerex 
application for his re-instatenieni in service and the 
Competent Authority, liCL has been pleased to 
approve re-instaiement of his service on revocaium 
of his aforesaid order of dismissal without payment 
of any back wages subiect to ascertaining his medical 
fitness as communicated by P.M (U & IR), L( 1.. 1 IQ 
vide letter Ref No. LCL/CMD/C-6 (l>)dL/l )/DA'64, 
dated 17/18-1-2011. 

TERMS AND CONDITION OF SE I TLEMEN 1 

1. Agreed that Sri Ajay Singh, Lx.l ig. Loader, U.M.No. 

118862 ol Modem Satgram Coilieiy will be rc-instate<l 
in service in his previous de.signaiion a.s he has been 
declared FIT FOR ANY JOB IN MINKS by the 
competent medical board, Satgram Area and to be 
posted in any of the colliery under Satgram .Area 
w'here there is requirenTient. 

2. Agieed that this settlement resolves the dispute lulL 
and Imally, Neither ihe workman cmicenicd nm tiis 
Union shall raise anx dispute in an\ loriim ecniri td 
law after this settlement tn this regard Lven he has 
assured for unconditional xviti’idrawal oi hisC Gl 1 i .ise 
bearing Ref No. 25 of 2006 pendirigat CGFi' Asaiisu! 
before his re-inslatemcnl. U is also agreed that the 
person concerned will also s,ubmit a "N'O DISPU 11 . 
certificate in this regard to the management. Process 
for his Ke-instalemcni in serxiee will be made 
accordingly. 

3. Colliery Authority have cunllrmed vide Ref, No. JCK 
Pl'.R Rc-instatcirient''201 1 140 dafed 16-6-201 ! that 
Sri Aiay Singh has not withdrawn his ( MPI- 
accumulation and Grtiluity aino'-nl. 

4. Agreed that the 1-A-cmployee eonterned will not lie 
entitled for any back w'agcs lor tlie period nj hi:-- 
idleness and the period of his absence idleness shall 
be treated as DIES-NON. 
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Agreed that the Ex^empk^i will be allowed the benefit The Agreement is 

of continuity of servk» for the period of his idleness I -9-2011. 

for the purpose of coihputition of his final gratuity 

paymenl only, T MiMgemenl Repnsentol 

1 Qrl/ 

Agreed that the ex-eipployse on such re-instatement nsj ih \ 

in service shall be'on prc^at ton for a minimum period ^ ‘ 

of One ( I Jyeartmd the same will be confirmed only enera anager 

on receipt of satisfactcny performance certification atgram rea 

on expiry of prbb^ion period by CGM/GM of the 2. Sd/- 

(J. S. Sayare) 

Agreed that the instant settlement has been arrived ^ 

with the free consent of th; ex-workman concerned Satgram Area 

as he has found die settlement to be reasonable, just 3. Sd/- 
and free from any kind of ir fluence. (Siraj Anwar) 

Agreed that a coj^ of this Memorandum of Settlement Personnel Manager 

shall be sent to the Regional Labour Commissioner an (R)Colliery 

(C), Asansol, for registration as per I.D.Act, Ex. Workman Concerned 


The Agreement is signed by both the parties on 
1-9-2011. 

Management Representative 

1. Sd/- 
(N.Jha) 

General Manager 
Satgram Area 

2. Sd/. 

(J. S. Sayare) 

Dy. Chief Personnel Manager 
Satgram Area 

3. Sd/- 

(Siraj Anwar) 

Personnel Manager 
Jcmchari (R) Colliery 


The workman wi ll submit hiS undertaking that in future 
he will not commit the mis conduct of unauthorised 
and/or habitual absence from duty. 


(Sri Ajai Singh) 

Ex. UG/Loader, Modem Satgram Colliery 
UMNo. 118862 


1, Sri Tctara Bhuia, 

2, SriCharan Munda 


I WITNESSES 

D^jsignation IJ.M.No. Arca/Collicry Signature 

I 

Rpof Bolter 106886 Pure Scarsolc Colly. /Sal. Area Sd/- 

U|.Loadcr 119977 Jcmchari @ Colly. /Sal. Area Sd/- 


^ :fe^, 3I 2012 

2124.—aHalPlitj 1^50^ 1947 (1947 

14) ^ vm 17 ^ 

i ^ ^ - to ; ^ 

3/2011 ) ^ yc+ilPvid 

5 2012 ^ 30^ ^ 3 ]] P3TI 

22013/1/2012 II)J 

I 

I 

New Delhi, the 31 SI May, 2012 

S.O. 2124.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
In Jusirial Disputes AcU 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
wernment hereby putdjshcs tiic award (Complaint No. 
1011) of the Central Governnent Industrial Tribunal 
igpur as shown in the /^npexure in the Industrial Dispute 
Iween the employers in fclation to the management of 
CL and their workman, which was received by the 
ntral Government on 31-5-201 


|No. L-22013/1/2012-1 R(C-11)] 
RAMHSII SINGH, DcskOftlcer 


ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

No. CGIT/NG P/APP/3/20 U -12 

Dated: 23-4-2012 

Advocates for both the parties are present. Advocate 
for the party no.2 files an application for withdrawal of the 
ease.. Copy of the application is served on the advocate for 
the party no. I. Heard, put up later on for orders. 

J.P. Chand. Presiding Order 
Party No. 1 : Western Coal Fields Limited 

Coal Estate,Civil Lines, 

Nagpur 

Through its Chainnan-Cum- Managing 
Director, 


Party No. 2 


The General Manager, 

WCL, Patherkheda, Disti. Bctul (MP), 


Nitesh S/o.Jagdish Jaiswal 
Aged about 32 yrs, Occ-Nill 
R/o. Opposite G S. College, 
AmrutNiketan, Flatno. 12, 
Gorepeth, Nagpur. 
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This order arises out of the, petition filed by the 
party no. 2, for withdrawal of the case with liberty to 
approach the appropriate forum. 

2. The facts leading to the filing of the present 
application are as follows; 

The parly no.2 filed an application u/s. 2-A (2) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (“the Act” in short) making 
prayers to direct the management to provide him duty in 
view of the appointment order issued to him dated 
01/02-03-2004. 

3. The party no.l in their written statement pleaded - 
inter-alia that the application under section 2-A{2) of the 
Act is not maintainable, as this Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to entertain the same, on the ground that the claim of the 
party no.2 pertains to refusal of employment and is not a 
case of dismissal or termination of services and the 
application made by party no.2 before the Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (C), Nagpur is pending for discussion and 
the application filed by party no.2 u/s. 2-A (2) of the Act is 
liable to be rejected. 

4. In view of such objection, the party no.2 filed the 
application for withdrawal of the case, on the ground that 
the case is not maintainable before this Tribunal. The party 
no. 2 has also prayed for giving him liberty to approach 
the approprpriate forum for redress. 

5. Perused the record. Admittedly, sub-section 2 of 
Section 2-A of the Act provides that, “Notwithstanding 
anything contained in Section 10, any such workman as is 
specified in sub-section (1) may, make an application direct 
to the Labour Court or Tribunal for adjudication of the 
dispute referred to therein after the expiry of 45 days from 
the date he has made the application to the conciliation 
officer of the appropriate, government for conciliation of 
the dispute, and in receipt of such application the Labour 
Court or Tribunal shall have powers and jurisdiction to 
adjudicate upon the dispute, as if it were a dispute referred 
to by the appropriated government in accordance with 
the provisions of this Act and all the provisions of this 
Act shall apply in relation to such adjudication as they 
apply in relation to an industrial dispute referred to it by 
the appropriate government.” 

It is clear from sub-section (2) of Section 2-A of the 
Act that the same is applicable only in case of discharges, 
dismisses, retrenches, or otherwise terminates the services 
of an individual workman and is not applicable to any 
other case. As the application filed by the party no.2 under 
sub-section 2 of Section 2-A of the Act is to direct the 
party no.l to provide duty to him and is not a case of 
discharge, dismiss, retrenchment or otherwise termination 
the services, filing of the application directly before the 
Tribunal is not maintainable. 

Hence, In the interest of justice, the application for 
withdrawal of the case is allowed. It is ordered: 


ORDER 

The application for withdrawal ofthe case is allowed. 
The case be treated as withdrawn. Hie application filed 
by the party no. 2 for withdrawal of the ease be made part 
ofthe order, the party no. 2 is given the liberty to approach 
the appropriate forum for redress. 

J. P. CHAND. Presiding Otficcr 
31 2012 
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New Delhi, the 3 Isl May, 2012 

S.O. 2125,—In pursuance of Section 17 ofthe 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 ol 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No, 245/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India, and their workman, received by the 
Central Government on 31 -5-2012. 

[No. L-22012/147/2003-lR(CM-lI)l 
RAM ESI 1 SINGl 1, DeskOifieer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER 
C(;iT-CUM-LABOUR COUR1, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGPI/245/2003 Date; 16-5-2012 

Party No. 1 The District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Ajni, Nagpur- 440015, 

; The Senior Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Mistry Bhawan, Dinshaw Wacha 
Road, Churchgatc, Mumbai- 400020. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 fhe Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Sena, 

Hind Nagar, Ward No. 2. 

Near Boudha Vihar, Post: Wardha. 
Distt. Wardha (MS) 
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management of FCl and theii 
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schedule: 

“Whether the action of 
Corporation of India, N 
the services of Shri llaje 
Guard w.c.f. 14-3-1999 i 
what re lief the conceme 

2. On receipt of the r 
noticed to file their respi^ti 
written statement and accordi 
Mazdoor Sena”, (“the union” 
of claim on behalf of the 
Deshbhratar, (the workman” ii 
of Food Corporat ion of India, i 
its written statement, 

fhe case of tbe worl 
statement of claim, is that he 
security guard in Food Corp 
short), Wardha depot thtough 
and he was in continuous ser 
any break and he had conipl< 
work in each year and all of a 
and unlawfully germinate 
14-3.-1999 and before Idrnniin 
one month’s notice nor n 
nor retrenchmentcOmpeOsatt 
no. I, as required undersccti 
termination of his services, fi 
in his place by the party no. 1 
Section 2^-11 of the Act and 
of a perennial nature and on I 
services, ample work was av 
homeguards and police pers 
parly no. I in his place and, 
his services is ab-initio void 
unlawful and he is entitled 
with continuity and fUtI baci 
the workman is that though I 
a contractor, such, contract; 
alter every two years, pai 
contractor on paper only an 
other security guard was acti 
and he was^’working und 
supervision of party no.l. P 


; conferred by clause (d) of 
on 2(A) of Section 10 of 
(14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
t has referred the industrial 
»ycrs, in relation to the 
workman, Shri Rajesh T. 
as per letter No.L-22012/ 
12-2003, with the following 

the management of Food 
agpur (MS) in terminating 
shl‘. Deshbhratar, Security 
s legal & justified? If not, to 
d workman is entitled?” 

Dfcrcncc, the parties were 
slatcmcni of claim and 
ngly, the Union, “Rashtriya 
in short) filed the statement 
workman, shri Rajesh T. 

I short) and the management 
[“Party No. I" in short) filed 

cman as projected in the 
was initially engaged as a 
oration of India, (“FCl” in 
a contractor on 20-12-1993 
vice till 14-3-1999. without 
ned more than 240 days of 
sudden, party no. I illegally 
d his services orally on 
alioii of his services, neither 
month's pay in lieu of notice 
Ml was given to him by parly 
on 25-!- of the Act and after 
•esh hand had been engaged 
, violating the provisions of 
ihc work of security guard is 
he dale of termination ofhis 
ailable with party no. 1 and 
onnel were engaged by the 
therefore, the termination of 
and the same is illegal and 
for rcinsiaterncnl in service 
: wages, fhe further case of 
lis engagement was through 
vas made only on paper and 
ly no, I had changed the 
i neither he himself nor any 
tally disturbed from services 
cr the direct control and 
raver has been made for the 


reinstatement of the workman in service with continuity 
and full back wages. 

3. fhe party no. I in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was engaged by the contractor 
as a security guard at the FCl depot and the said contractor 
is a necessary party in this case and In his absence, the 
proceeding is not maintainable and the workman was never 
in Us service and as the contract of the contractor came to 
an end, the services of the workman were terminated by 
the contractor and the original period of the contract given 
to the contractor for providing security services was 1998, 
which was extended as per the terms and conditions til! 
March, 1999 and as such, there was no question of 
termination of the service of the workman by it or following 
the procedure of termination as provided under section of 
25-1' of the Act and the workman had never completed 240 
days of work in a year as alleged and it had no connection 
whatsoever with the workman and there was no master 
and servant relationship between it and the workman at 
any point of time and it has been exempted by the Central 
Government under section lO of the Contract Labour 
(Abolition and Regularisation) Act and there was also no 
violation of Section 25-H of the Act and the work of 
providing security guards was given to the Government 
agencies like police and homeguards and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any rcl icf and the workman 
had never worked under its direct supervision and control 
and it had no control over the appointment and service 
conditions of the workman, who was an employee of the 
security agency and in writ petition no. 1389/1999 and 
W.P. No. 6916/2000, the Hon’ble High ('ourt Judicature of 
Bombay, Nagpur Bench, Nagpur have been pleased to 
hold that, “the termination of the workman by die contractor 
was a valid one” and its action was also valid one and as 
such, the decisions of the Hon’blc Court operate as rcs- 
judicata between the parties and this 1'ribunal has no 
jurisdiction to consider the legality of the judgment passed 
by the I Ion 'blc High Court and the workman is not cntilled 
to any relief 

4. It is necessary to mentioivhcrc that though the 
workman had filed his evidence onaHIdavit, subsequently, 
he did not appear in the court for his cro.ss-cxamination. 
Fhe workman remained absent on 21 -9-2010 and thcrcaller. 
As the workman did not appear for his cross-examination, 
by order dated 23-6-2011, his evidence was expunged and 
evidence from his side was closed. 

I'hc parly no. I filed the evidence of Shri Suresh N. 
Bokadc on affidavit in support of its claims. The evidence 
of the said witness remained unchallenged, as none 
appeared on behalf of the workman to cross-examine him. 
Due to the continuous absence of the workman,, order 
was passed to proceed with the case c\-parte against him 
on 10-4-2012. 
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5. It is wei! settled that when a workman raises a 
dispute challenging the validity of the termination of his 
services, it is imperative for him to file written statement 
before the Industrial Court setting out grounds on which 
the order is challenged and he must also produce evidence 
to prove his case. If the workman fails to appear or to file 
written statement or to produce evidence, the dispute 
referred by the Government cannot be answered in his 
favour and he could not be entitled to any relief 

In this case also, the workman has failed to produce 
any evidence in support of his claim and as such, the 
reference cannot be answered in his favour and he is not 
entitled to any relief Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDKR 

The action of the management of Food Corporation 
of India. Nagpur (MS) in terminating the services of 
Shri Rajesh I . Deshbhratar, Security Guard w.e.f 14-3-1999 
is legal & just i fled, fhe workman is not entitled to any relief 

J.RCI lAND, Presiding Officer 

31 2012 
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New Delhi, the 31st May, 2012 

S.O. 2126.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 43/2002) 
of the Central Government Industrial fribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Asansol as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of M/s. Hastem Coalfields 
Limited, and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 31 -5-2012. 

|No. L-22012/73/2002-IR(CM-II)] 
RAMLSII SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXLRK 

BEFORE HIE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI^CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

PRESEN'r : Sri Kishori Ram, Presiding Officcr/Link OlTiccr. 

Reference No. 43 of 2002 
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PARTIES: Industrial Dispute between the 

Management of Amritnagar Colliery of I CL 

Vrs. 

Their Workman 
REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management Sri PK.Das, Advocate. 

For the Union (Workman) ; None 

Industry : Coal Slate : West Bengal 

Dated the 04-5-2012 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub- 
section(l) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947). Govt, of India 
through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. L-22012/ 
73/2002-lR(CM-II) dated 08-10-2002 has been pleased to 
refer the following dispute for adjudication by this 
fribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of the Colliery Ma/door 
Sabha from the management of I'CL Amritnagar 
Colliery, that Sh. H.K. Prasad, General Mazdoor may 
be regularized in the clerical Grade is just and fair? II' 
so, to what relief is the workman entitled and from 
what datc?“ 

On receipt of the Order No. L-22012/73/2002- IR(CM- 
II)) dated 08-10-2002 of the above mentioned reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi for 
adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 43 of 
2002 was registered on 28-10-2002 and accordingly an order 
to that effect was passed to issue notices through the 
registered post to the parties concerned directing them to 
appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their written 
statements along with the relevant documents and a list 
of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of 
the said order notices by the registered post were sent to 
the parties concerned. 

The union/workman is not appearing since long, 
despite registered notices and also not taking any step 
from 28-12-2006. It seems that the union is no more 
interested to proceed with the case. I he case is closed 
and accordingly an order of No Dispute is hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an award be and same is passed in terms of the 
above finding as No Dispute exiting. Send the two copies 
of the award to the Ministry of Labour & Employment, 
(jovt. of India, New Delhi for information and needful. The 
reference is accordingly disposed of 

KISHORI RAM. Presiding011 icer/Unk Olficcr 
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[No.4.i22012/200/2003-lR (CM-II)] 
RAli^ESU SINGH, Desk Officer 

AWE>iuRE 

BEFORE SIIRI J.P. dllAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CCrFCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
NAGI^R 

Case No. CGIT /NGP/276/2(W3 Dale: 16-5-2012 


Party No. I 


Party No. 2 


The District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Ajni, Nt^pu r- 440015. 

TheSwtior Regional Manager, 

Fwjd Corpc ration of India, 

Mistry Bha'yan, Dinshaw Wacha Road, 
Church^te, Mumbai-400020. 

Versus 

• I 

f he Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Sena, 

41ind Nagait Ward no. 2, 

Near Boudtia Vihar, Post: Wardha, 
Distt, Wardha (MS) 


AW/lRD 

" (Dated: I6tli May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
ub-section (I) and sub*section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
ndustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
hort), (he Central Government has referred the industrial 
ispute bctwccp the employers, in reJation to the 


management of FCI and their workman, Shri Pr^hant 
Pandurang Ramteke, for adjudication, as per letter No.L- 
220I2/200/2003-IR (CM-II) dated 08-12-2003, with the 
following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Nagpur (MS) in terminating 
the services of Shri Prashant Pandurang Ramteke, 
Security Guard w.e.f 14-3-1999 is legal & 
Justified? If not, to what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly,’ the Union, “Rashtriya 
Mazdoor Sena”, (“the union” in short) filed the statement 
of claim on behalf of the workman, Shri Prashant Pandurang 
Ramteke, (“thcAvorkman” in short) and the management 
of Food Corporation of India, (“Party No. I” in short) filed 
its written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he was initially engaged as a 
security guard in Food Corporation ol India, (“FCf in 
short), Wardha depot through a contractor on 2-4-1994 
and he was in continuous service till 14-3-1999, without 
any break and he had completed more than 240 days of 
work in each year and all of a sudden, parly no. 1 illegally 
and unlawfully terminated his services orally on 14-3-1999 
and before termination of his services, neither one month's 
notice nor one month’s pay in lieu of notice nor 
retrench me nl compensation was given to him by parly 
no. 1, as required under section 25-1' of the Act and after 
termination of his services, fresh hand had been engaged 
in his place by the party no. I, violating the provisions of 
Section 25- H of the Act and the work of security guard is 
of a perennial nature and on the date ol termination ot his 
services, ample work was available with party no. I and 
homeguards and police personnel were engaged by the 
party no. 1 in his place and therefore, the termination ol' 
his services is ab-initio void and the same is illegal and 
unlawful and he is entitled for reinstatement in service 
with continuity and full back wages. I he further case of 
the workman is that though his engagement was through 
a contractor, such contract was made only on paper, and 
after every two years, party no. 1 had changed the 
contractor on paper only and neither he himsell nor any 
other security guard, was actually disturbed from services 
and he was working under the direct control and 
supervision of party no.l. Prayer has been made tor the 
reinstatement of the workman in service with continuity 
and full back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
intcr-alia that the workman was engaged by the contractor 
as a security guard at the FCI depot and the said contractor 
is a necessary party in this case and in his .absence, the 
proceeding is not maintainable and the workman was never 
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in its service and as the contract of the contractor came to 
an end, the services of the workman were terminated by 
the contractor and the original period of the contract given 
to the contractor for providing security services was 1998, 
which was extended as per the terms and conditions till 
March, 1999 and as such, there was no question of 
termination of the service of the workman by it or following 
the procedure of termination as provided under section 
25-F of the Act and the workman had never completed 240 
days of work in a year as alleged and it had no connection 
whatsoever with the workman and there was no master 
and servant relationship between it and the workman at 
any point of time and it has been exempted by the Central 
Government under section 10 of the Contract Labour 
(Abolition and Regulation) Act and there was also no 
violation df^Sjection 25-H of the Act and the work of 
providing security guards was given to the Government 
agencies like police and homeguards and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any relief and the workman 
had never worked under its direct supervision and control 
and it had no control over the appointment and service 
conditions of the workman, who was an employee of the 
security agency and in writ petition no. 1389/1999 and 
W.P. No. 6916/2000, the Hon’ble’ High Court Judicature of 
Bombay, Nagpur Bench, Nagpur have been pleased to 
hold that, “the termination of the workman by the contractor 
was a valid one” and its action was also valid one and as 
such, the decisions of the. Hon’ble Court operate as res- 
judicata between the parties and this Tribunal has no 
jurisdiction to consider the legality of the Judgment passed 
by the Hon ‘ble 1 ligh Court and the workman is not entitled 
to any relief 

4. It is necessary to mention here that though the 
workman had filed his evidence on affidavit, subsequently, 
he did not appear in the court for his cross-examinationl 
The workman remained absent on 21 -9-2010 and thereafter. 
As the workman did not appear for his cross-examination, 
by order dated 23-6-2011, his evidence was expunged and 
evidence from his side was closed. 

The party no. 1 filed the evidence of Shri Suresh N. 
Bokade on affidavit in support of its claims. The evidence 
of the said witness remained unchallenged, as none 
appeared on behalf of the workman to cross-examine him. 
Due to the continuous absence of the workman, order 
was passed to proceed with the case ex-parte against him 
on 10-4-2012. 

5. It is well settled that when a workman raises a 
dispute challenging the validity of the termination of his 
services, it is imperative for him to file written statement 
before the Industrial Court setting out grounds on which 
the order is challenged and he must also produce evidence 
to prove his case. If the workman fails to appear or to file 
written statement or to produce evidence, the dispute 
referred by the Government cannot be answered in his 
favour and he could not be entitled to any relief. 
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In this case also, the workman has failed to produce 
any evidence in support of his claim and as such, the 
reference cannot be answered in his favour and he is not 
entitled to any relief Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management ol'I-'ood Corporation 
of India, Nagpur (MS) in terminating the services of 
Shri Prashant Pandurang Ramteke, Security Guard w.c.f 
14-3-1999 is legal & justified. The workman is not entitled 
to any relief 

J. P. CHAND. Presiding Officer 
M 31 2012 
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New Delhi, the 3 1st Max. 2012 

S.O. 2128.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 302/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial fribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of I'ood 
Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 3 1-5-2012. 

[No. L-22012/279/2003-IR (CM-II) I 

RAMHSII SINGH, Desk oniccr 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND,PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NG P/302/2003 Date: 16-05-2012 

Party No. 1 : 

, fhe District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, AJni. 

Nagpur-440015^ 

fhe Senior Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Mistry Bhawan, Dinshaw Wacha Road, 

Churchgate, Mumbai-400020 


2081 Gt/12—20 
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The party no. 1 filed the evidence of shri Suresh N. 
Bokade on affidavit in support of its claims. The evidence 
of the said witness remained unchallenged, as none 
appeared on behalf of the workman to cross-examine him. 
Due to the continuous absence of the workman, order was 
passed to proceed with the case ex-parte against him on 
10-04-2012. 

5. It is well settled that when a workman raises a 
dispute challenging the validity of the termination of his 
services, it is imperative for him to file written statement 
before the Industrial Court setting out grounds on which 
the order is challenged and he must also produce evidence 
to prove his case. Ifthe workman fails to appear or to file 
written statement or to produce evidence, the dispute 
referred by the Government cannot be answered in his 
favour and he could not be entitled to any relief 

In this case also, the workman has failed to produce 
any evidence in support of his claim and as such, the 
reference cannot be answered in his favour and he is not 
entitled to any relief Hence, it is ordered:— 

ORDt:R 

Th^.action of the management of Food Corporation 
ofJndi: agpur (MS) in terminating the services of Shri 

1 lamchandra f. IJkade, Security Guard w.e.f 14-3-1999 is 
legal &justincd. The workman is not entitled to any relief 
J.P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
M 31 2012 

^.3n. 2129.—1947 (1947 
TO 14) ^ 17^ Th. 3TTf 

47 'SRTO ^ ^ ^4'hKT ^ 

( 331^ 274/2003 ) 

T71 ycMf/ici t ^ 4^-<14 ^ 3! -5-2012 

I 

I U ^ . 22012/194/2003 -arrf atR (Tth^-l I) ] 

fw, 

New Delhi, the 31 si May, 2012 
S.O. 2129.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(jovernincnl hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 274/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in,the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the 
Central Govemment on 31 -5-2012. 

I No. I .-22012/194/2003-1R (CM-11)] 
RAMF;SI I SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNKXLIRK 

BKFORK SRI J.R CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
C(;H-CHIV1- LABOHRCOURT, NAGPUR 
CaseNo.CGrr/NGP/274/2003 Date: 16-5-2012. 


Party No.l 

I’he District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, Ajni, 

Nagpur-440015 

The Senior Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Mistry Bhawan, Dinshaw Wacha Road, 
Churchgate, Mumbai-400020 

Versus 

Party No, 2 

The Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Sena, Hind Nagar 
Ward No.2, Near Boudha Vihar, 

Post: Wardha, Distt. Wardha (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated 16th May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Govemment has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of FCI and their workman. Shri Vishwanalh 
Pandurang Gotekar, for adjudication, as per letter No: 
L-22012/194/2003-IR (CM-II) dated 8-12-2003, with the 
following schedule:. 

"Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Nagpur (MS) in terminating the 
services of shri Vishwanath Pandurang Ciotekar, Security 
Guard w.e.f 14-3-1999 is legal & just i tied? If not, to what 
relief the concerned workman is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to fde their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the Union, ’'Rashtriya Ma/door 
Sena”, (“the union” in short) filed the statement of claim 
on behalf of the workman, Shri Vishwanath Pandurang 
Gotekar, (“the workman” in short) and the management of 
Food Corporation of India, ("Party No. I" in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is that he was initially engaged as a 
security guard in Food Corporation of India, (“FCI” in short), 
Wardha Depot through a contractor on 4-5-1991 and he 
was in continuous service till 14-3-1999, without any break 
and he had completed more than 240 days of work in each 
year and all of a sudden, party no. 1 illegally and unlawfully 
terminated his services orally on 14-3-1999 and before 
termination ofhis services, neither one month’s notice nor 
one month's pay in lieu of notice nor rclrcnchmenl 
compensation was given to him by party no. I, as required 
under Section 25-F of the Act and after termination ofhis 
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which was exterided as the terms and conditions till 
March, 1999 and;as sfieh, there was no question of 
termination ofIh^servicedCthe workman by it or following 
the procedure of as provided under section 

25-F of the Act had never completed 240 

days ofwork ina'^B^iaiaiWt^jd and it had no connection 
whatsoever widr db and there was no master 

and servant rebth^htp^ISf^Ben it and the workman at 
any point of tim^ Jttid it ^ be m exempted by the Central 
Government under 10 of the Contract Labour 

(Abolition and R^lsif^^n) Act and there was also no 
violation of seption isA ol’the Act and the work of 
providing sccuHiy gUia^was given to the Government 
agencies like pblke ^i^^borneguards and as such, the 
workman is notci^We^;1»e^ri ^y relief and the workman 
had never worked;vnder-fe.diiect supervision and control 
and it had rw appointment and service 


conditions, of the v 

security agency and 
No. 6916/2000, tik 
Bombay, Nai^tttr 
that, “the icrnitwrik® 
was a valid one” sM h^jic^ic 
such, the dccisiohs of ^ H< 
judicata bctweenk the p^tiet 
jurisdiction to 

by the Hon ’ble High CdiflljRan 
to any relief ’ ' 


ho was an employee of the 
tionno. 1389/1999 and W.P. 
High Court Judicature of 
urhavc been pleased to hold 
workman by the contractor 
n was also valid one and as 
n’bie Court operate as res- 
and this 1'ribunal has no 
ality of the j udgment passed 
ithe workman is not entitled 


4. It is necessary to mentiem here that dMHigh the 
workman had filed his evidence on affidavit, sij^ecpiently, 
he did not appear in the coiM for his cross-iKaminatton. 

The workman remained absent (Ml21-09-2010tf^creafter. 

As the workman did not appear for his cross-exiMnination, 
by order dated 23-06-2011, his evidence was expuiiged and 
evidence from his side was closed. 

The party no. 1 filed the evidence of Shri Suresh N. 
Bokade on affidavit in support of its claims. The evidence 
of the said witness remained unchallenged, as none 
appeared on behalf of the workman to cross-examine him. 
Due to the continuous absence of the workmftfi, order was 
passed to proceed with the case ex-partc against him on 
104-2012. 

" 5. It is well settled that when a worlonan-raises a 

dispute challenging the validity of the terminittion of his 
services, it is imperative for him to file written statement 
before the Industrial Court setting out grounds on which 
the order is challenged and he must also produce evidence 
to prove his case. If the worlonan fails to appe^ or to file 
written statement or to produce evidence, the dispute 
referred by the Government cannot be answerai||||d his 
favour and he could not^be entitled to any relk^lBpPl* 

In this case also, the workman has failed to produce 
any evidence in support of his claim and as^ Such, the 
reference cannot be answered in his favour and he is not 
entitled to any relief. Hence, it is ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of the management of f ood Corporation 
of India, Nagpur (MS) in terminating the services of 
Shri Vishwanath Pandurang Gotekar, Security Guard w.e.f 
14-3-1999 is legal and justified. The workman is not entitled 
to any relief, 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
2012 

W.3TT. 2130.—1947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ qro 17 ^ 

^ ^ TTO afR ^ 

257/ 

^ t ^ 4^ .U 5-2012 
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[TT. -22012/159/2003 3tR II) 1 

New Delhi, the 31st May. 2012 
S.O. 2130.—In pursuance of Section 17. of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), tho Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 257/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
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Industrial Dispute between the management of Food 
Corporation of India and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 31 -5-2012. 

[No. L-22012/159/2003-IR (CM-II)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SIIRI J. P. CH AND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGITCIIM- LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NG P/257/2003 Date: 16-5-2012. 

Party No.l 

The District Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, Ajni, 

Nagpur- 440015. 

The Senior Regional Manager, 

Food Corporation of India, 

Mistry Rhawan, Dinshaw Wacha Road, 

Churchgate, Mumbai- 400020. 

Versus 

Party No. 2 

The Secretary, 

Rashtriya Mazdoor Sena, Hind Nagar 
Ward No.2, Near Boudha Vihar, Post: Wardha, 

DisU. Wardha (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated: 16th May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 ( 14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the (Central Government has referred the industrial, 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of FCJ and their workman, Shri Ganesh 
Purushottam lihaisare, for adjudication, as per letter No.L- 
22012/159/2003-IR (CM-ll) dated 08-12-2003, with the 
following schedule; 

“Whciher the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India, Nagpur (MS) in terminating the 
services of Shri Ganesh Purushottam Bhaisare, Security 
Guard w.c.f 14-03-1999 is legal and Justified ? If not, to 
what relief the concerned workman is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly,the Union, “Rashtriya Mazdoor 
Sena”, ("the union” in short) filed the statement of claim 
on behalf of the workman, Shri Ganesh Bhaisare, (“the 
workman” in short) and the management of Food 
Corporation of India, (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its written 
statement. 


The case of the workman as projected in the 
statement of claim is diat he was initially engaged as a 
security guard in Food Corporation of India, (“FCI” in short), 
Wardha depot throu^ a contractor on 13-12-1993 and he 
was in continuous service till 14-03-1999, without any break 
and he had completed more than 240 days of work in each 
year and all of a sudden, party no. 1 illegally and unlawfully 
terminated his services orally on 14-03-1999 and before 
termination of his services, neither one month's notice nor 
one month’s pay in lieu of notice nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to him by party no. 1, as required 
under section 25-F of the Act and after termination of his 
services, fresh hand had been engaged in his place by the 
party no. I, violating the provisions of section 25- H of the 
Act and the work of security guard is of a perennial nature 
and on the date of termination of his services, ample work 
was available with party-no. 1 and homeguards and police 
personnel were engaged by the party no. I in his place and 
therefore, the termination of his services is ab-initio void 
and the same is illegal and unlawful and he is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages. The further case of the workman is that though his 
engagement was through a contractor, such contract was 
made only on paper and after every two years, party no. 1 
had changed the contractor on paper only and neither he 
himself nor any other security guard was actually disturbed 
from services and he was working under the direct control 
and supervision of party no. 1. Prayer has been made for 
the reinstatement of the workman in service with continuity 
and full back wages. 

3. T he party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter-alia that the workman was engaged by the contractor 
as a security guard at the FCI Depot and the said contractor 
is a necessary party in this case and in his absence, the 
proceeding is not maintainable and the workman was never 
in its service and as the contract of the contractor came to 
an end, the services of the workman were terminated by 
the contractor and the original period of the contract given 
to the contractor for providing security services was 1998, 
which was extended as per the terms and conditions till 
March, 1999 and as such, there was no question of 
termination of the service of the workman by it or following 
the procedure of termination as provided under section of 
25-F of the Act and the workman had never completed 240 
days of work in a year as alleged and it had no connection 
whatsoever with the workman and there was no master 
and servant relationship between it and the workman at 
any point of time and it has been exempted by the Central 
Government under section 10 of the Contract Labour 
(Abolition and Regularisation) Act and there was also no 
violation of section 25-H of the Act and the work of 
providing security guards was given to the Government 
agencies like police and homeguards and as such, the 
workman is not entitled to claim any relief and the workman 
had never worked under its direct supervision and control 
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CdrppnM^ of India and then wcuiemen, reoeivtliNll^^^^^ 
Cei^lGovemment on 31-5-2012. 

; < , [No, L-22Q) 1/58/20(1841^^ 

RAMESf^SINCaf 

ANNEsa^:-; ; Ji:> 

BEK)RETHCCEhniUtG(m:itNl^^ , 
INQt^nUALTRlBUNALCUM-IAaOtJRfiM^^ 

^ ERNAIOJt^ -' : 

Present; Shri. D. Sreeva]labhanvB.Sc.. l;E.B,,F|t^d|9|^ 

: 'Officer : 

(Thij^ay the 26th day of April, 2012/6th Vaisbldta; 1034) 


1,0.17/2000 






: I; The PRSd^ 

■ FCi 

F ood 'Ctnpwa^h' oil 

Niie«»»^: 

RO. Nitei^,.Kcrali'^'>*|pfi||-^' 
By Adv. Shri. Santhc^h 


Maiifgements 


Food Corporation of - SV - 

Regional Office, ■' ; V . 

Kesavadasapuram,' 

Trivandrum - 04. 

2. The AreaMii^ii^r, - 
Food 




By Adv. Shri; M.R. AnisQi|^^ 
This case coming up for fmat h^rit^on,^ 
and bits Tribunai-cum-Labour C<Hirt on 
the following: 

AWARd 

In exercise of the pow^ copfetred 1:^ A 
sub^s^KHt (1) and sub-section ^2A) of 






































[vm II—3 (ii)] ^ ^ 23, 2012/3TTW 2, 1934 



Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 the Government of India/ 
Ministry of Labour by its Order No. L-22011/58/2008- 
IR(CM-II) dated 31-03-2009 referred the following 
Industrial. Dispute to this tribunal for adjudication. 

2.The dispute is: 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India in recovering the losses levied^by the 
railway for unloading of food grains from railway wagons 
during weekly off/Rest day is legal & Justified? To What 
re I left are the workmen entitled ?” 

3. The union represents the whole DPS workers in 
the Food Corporation of India Depot, Nileswar. They are 
mainly engaged in unloading the articles from the railway 
wagons to the FCI godown and are working under the 
Direct Payment System (DPS). 

4. Management is the Food Corporation of India (FCI), 
a Central Government undertaking incorporated under the 
Food Corporations Act, 1964, FCI transports foodgrains from 
different parts of the country and stores it in its godowns 
and makes it available for public distribution system. FCI is 
completely depending on Indian Railways for trarisportation 
of foodgrains. After placement of the rakes in the FCI 
godowns it is to be loaded or unloaded wiftiin nine hours of 
placement irrespective of the time and day. 

5. 40 wagons were placed at the Nileswar Railhead 
of FCI on 17-06-2007. Prior intimation w^ given to 68 DPS 
workers as to the placement of die wagons on that day by 
issuing notice on 16-06-2007. They were called upon to 
unload the same by attending duty at 6 a.m. on 17-06-2007 
and on 18-06-2007, But they did not turn up for duty on 17- 
06-2007 to clear the wagons. The wagon clearance was 
started from 10 a.m. on 18-06-2007 and the same was 
completed at I, p.m. on 19-06-2007. Because of the failure to 
unload the wagons within the free time allowed by the 
railway initially a sum of Rs.87,000/- was levied as 
Demurrage Charges (DC). Subsequently it was reduced to 
Rs.52,200/- by granting waiver of Rs.34,800/ -. After 
payment of the same management issued show cause notice 
dated 28-07-2007 to those DPS workers calling upon their 
explanations for not attending duty on 17-06-2007 in spite 
of the prior intimation and for recovering the DC from them. 
The management not satisfied with their explanations 
decided to recover the loss caused to the FQI from their 
wages. Challenge is made as to the decision of the 
management to recover the DC from the DPS workers by 
the union by raising this industrial dispute. 

6. According to the union the action of the 
management is arbitrary, illegal and unjust and is contrary 
to the provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act and Rules 
and is violative of the Model Standing Orders under the 
Industrial employment (Standing Orders) Act. The plea 
put forward by the union in the claim statement is that 
weekly off was allowed to the DPS workers as per the 


conditions of service introduced by the management by 
reference No. IR(L) 8 (22) / 94 dated 14-06-1996. As per the 
conditions of service a person who works continuously 
for 6 days in a week is eligible for weekly off on the 7th day 
and normally it is Sunday since the normal working days in 
FCI commences from Monday. The DPS workers of the FCI 
Depot, Nileswar have been enjoying the weekly offwithoul 
any interruption for the last 11 years even though there 
were several occasions during that period when wagons 
reached at Nileswar on Sunday. 1'hc workers were not 
compelled to clear the wagons on weekly off days. A person 
who works continuously for 6 days is entitled to get the 
7th day as weekly off day and the f'CI workers were also 
enjoying the same. Therefore the direction of the 
management to attend duty on 17-06-2007 being a weekly 
off day is not justifiable. The management had taken a 
unilateral decision after submitting the explanations without 
affording any opportunity for hearing. Management wants 
to curtail the benefits and privileges of the DPS workers. 
They have not caused any loss to the management and arc 
not liable to compensate the DC alleged to have been 
incurred by the management. Management has no authority 
to deny the statutory rights of the workmen for the 
enjoyment of a weekly off day. The management is not 
.entitled to recover any amount from the DPS workers for 
not working on the weekly off day. The action of the 
management to recover the DC from their wages is not 
legal and justified. 

7. Management filed written statement contending 
that the workers engaged by the FCI for handling foodgrains 
in its godowns are under DPS introduced by the FCI w.c.f. 
14-05-1996 and as per the DPS agreement the workers arc 
bound to work on all days including their weekly off, for 
which they are adequately compensated. As per the service 
conditions of the DPS workers FCI has the right to direct 
them to attend work during weekly off/ Rest day by issuing 
prior notice and they are being given over time benefit and 
allowances. It is obligatory for them to work on weekly 
holiday as and when the situation warrants to do so. flic 
Indian Railway is working without any holiday and they 
arc providing services without any break round the clock, 
through out the year. FCI is bound to load or unload the 
goods within nine hours of the placement of the rakes and 
hence all the workers engaged in loading and unloading 
activities at rail-heads throughout the countiy perform their 
duties irrespective of the time and day of placement of the 
rakes. The workers of the Kerala State alone have taken a 
different stand and refused to handle rakes placed on 
Sundays. Due to the adamant stand taken by the DPS 
workers not to work on Sunday the FCI is not in a position 
to load or unload the foodgrains from the rakes on Sundays. 
Even prior to the introduction of the DPS in the FCI its 
workers carried out loading and unloading at rail-heads 
and FCI godowns irrespective of the day when exigencies 
of work required them to do it. FCI is not in a position to 
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be DPS agreement FCI is 
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i irmlng the allegations in the 
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nination arc; 

cers have to attend duty on 
f off day? 


Whether the DC was incurred due to die deliberate 
non attendance of duty by the DPS workers on 
17-06-2007? 

(3) Whether the action of the management to recover 
the DC from the wages of those workers is legal and 
justified? 

(4) What relief, if any, they are entitled to ? 

11. Point No.lFor the purpose of answering this 
reference it is mainly to be considered whether the DPS workers 


they have to attend the duties assigned to them <m that day. 
Admittedly DPS was introduced w.c.f 14-5-1996. The 
conditions of service of the DPS workers are contained in 
Ext.M2. Para 16(a) of Ext.M2 deals with the weekfy off for 
the DPS workers and the same is extracted below as it is 
relevant for the consideration of this issue in this case. 
“16(a) WEEKLY OFF: 

1 -ach worker will be allowed paid weekly ofiFon Sundays 
provided he has worked on all the working days of the 
week preceding the day of weekly off. In case a 
I landling Worker will be employed on the day of his 
weekly off, he will be paid one extra wage at the rate of 
Minimum Guaranteed daily wage or actual w^cs for 
the work done on the basis of ASORs on such week ly 
off days - whichever is hi^er - in additkin to normal 
wage equal to M in Imum Guaranteed Daily Wage at the 
above rates for such weekly olT again fx-oyided the 
worker has worked on all the working days of the week 
preceding the day of weekly oft'. In case Ancillary 
(Casual) worker is employed on the day df his weekly 
olT, he will be paid one extra wage equal totiic above 
Minimum Guaranteed Daily Wage for attending work 
on such weekly off day in addition to the normal 
Minimum Guaranteed Daily Wage for such weekly off, 
provided he has also worked on al 1 the woikii^ days of 
the week preceding the day of weekly off.” 

12. As per Ext.M2 Sunday is the weekly off day. 
Entitlement for the weekly Off day is only when tticre was 
continuous work for the preceding 6 days. pPS workers 
can be engaged for duty on the weekly off day for which 
he is to be paid one extra w^e @ Minimum (jiiaranlccd 
.Daily Wage or actual wages for the work done on the basis 
of ASORs on such weekly off days whichever is higher. 
Such extra wage is to be paid only if the worker htul worked 
on all the working days of the week prcccdmg ttie day of 
weekly off. It is expressly clear that the. DPS worker can be 
employed on the day of his weekly off and he cannot refuse 
to attend the work claiming it to be a weekly off day. 

13. DPS workers have to attend duty even on hoi idays 
other than the six. paid holidays.Para 16(c) provides that 
the DPS workers shall be allowed six paid holidays 
(including three national holidays) in a calendar year. I 'xccpt 
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those holidays 2nd Saturdays and other gazetted holidays 
which are closed holidays for the depot staff are working 
days for the DPS workers. They cannot as a matter of right 
refuse to do work on holidays except the six paid holidays 
in a calendar year. 

14 WW I has stated during his cross examination 
that they had attended duty on two Sundays after the 
implementation of DPS and they were not attending duty 
thereafter on Sundays in pursuance of the decision taken 
by the unions. He has further stated that the FCI was 
informed about the decision of the unions to abstain from 
attending duty on Sundays. MW 1 has stated during his 
cross examination that the DPS workers were not attending 
duty on Sundays when they were posted for duty. There is 
no evidence in this case to prove that there was any change 
with regard to the conditions of service contained in Ext.M2 
enabling the DPS workers to keep away from attending 
duly on Sundays. They had to attend duty when there is 
placement of wagons for unloading.The wagons are to be 
unloaded within the free time and if otherwise it may result 
in incurring DC. I hat might have necessitated the 
attendance of duty by the DPS workers on Sundays and 
other holidays. As per the terms of Ext.M2, they have to 
attend duty on Sundays if they will be posted for duty by 
the management. Unless there is change in the conditions 
of service they cannot refuse to attend the duty on 
Sunday.l Icnce DPS workers have to attend the duty if they 
are employed on Sunday by the management as per the 
conditions ofscrvice contained in Ext. M2. 

1 5 . Point No.2: Ail the DPS workers attended duty 
tui 16-06-2007 were called upon to attend duty at 6 am on 
17-6-2007 to unload the 40 wagons expected to be placed 
on that day by I he issuing Ext. M3. The issuance of such a 
notice is not disputed in the claim statement. The case of 
the union is that the workers did not attend duty on that 
day being Sunday to be availed as a weekly off day. It is 
pursuant to the decision taken by the union the DPS workers 
did not attend duly on 17-6-2007. 

16. Sunday is a weekly ofl day only if they were 
continuously working on all the preceding six days. Here 
in this case there is neither any pleading nor any evidence 
to prove that they were working on all the preceding six 
days to claim it as a weekly off day. Even if it was a weekly 
ofl day then also they are bound to attend the duty if they 
are posted for duty on that day. In the conditions of service 
)n i:xt.M2 the word used is “shall" in paras 16(b) and (c) 
dealing with 6 paid holidays and sick leave while in para 

16(a) dealing with weekly off it is "will". It will also go to 
chow that ilic DPS workers arc not entitled to claim the 
weekly off as a day for enjoyment without attending the 
work assigned to them. If the DPS workers want all the 
Sundays to be holidays without any duty it is necessary to 
have a change in the conditions of service. Until then they 
are bound by the conditions of service contained in Ext,M2. 
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The DPS workers in the Nileswar Depot were not attending 
duty on Sundays claiming it to be a weekly off day. On 
17-6-2007 also they did not attend duty in spite of the 
specific intimation as to the attendance of duty at 6 am on 
that day. There was deliberate non attendance of duty by 
the DPS workers and it can be said to be an illegal strike. 

17. Due to the non attendance of duty on 17-06-2007 
the wagons could not be unloaded within the free time 
allowed to by the railway. The free time is nine hours after 
the placement of wagons if the numbers of wagons is more 
than 30 as per Ext.Ml. Because of the failure to unload the 
40 wagons placed on 17-6-2007 within the free time an 
amount of Rs.87,000 was levied by the railway as DC and 
the same is evidenced by Ext.M4. It was reduced to 
Rs.52,200 by granting 40% waiver as per Ext.MS. 
Management has produced Ext.M6 to pi ovc that the amount 
of Rs.52,200 levied as DC was paid. 

18. Show cause notice was issued to the DPS workers 
calling upon them to submit their explanations for their 
non attendance of duty on 17-6-2007 and for the rccovciy 
of the amount levied as DC from their wages. The issuance 
of such a notice is expressly admitted in para 3 of the claim 
statement. Ext M7 dated 28-7-2007 is produced to prove 
the contents of that notice. In para 3 of the claim statement 
it is stated that the notice was received on 03-8-2007 and 
the DPS worker^ had submitted their explanations 
individually on 8-8-2007. Ext. M8 is the explanation 
submitted by one of the DPS workers in which it is slated 
that 17-6-2007 being Sunday isapaid holiday as per Ext.M2. 
After getting an investigation report the Area Manager 
issued Ext.M 10 proceedings dated 20-9-2007 to recover 
the proportionate amount in a lump sum from the wages of 
the DPS workers. DPS workers wilfully refused to attend 
the work on 17-6-2007 after the issuance of I-xt. M3 notice. 
They cannot refuse to attend the work for the reason that 
it was notice. They cannot refuse to attend the work for the 
reason that it was a Sunday. It was because of their 
deliberate absence from duty on that day the DC was 
incurred by the management. 

19. Point No. 3: FCI is bound to load or unload the 
goods within the free time allowed by the Indian Railways. 

As it is necessary to unload the wagons within the free 
time, DPS workers have to attend the duty on weekly off 
days and other holidays except on the six paid holidays as 
pcrthetermsofExt.M2. Ifthey will abstain from attending 
the work it is likely to result in incurring DC and other U)ss 
to the FCI. In this case it is the concerted action of refusal 
to attend the duty on Sunday by the DPS workers that 
resulted in incurring the DC. 

20. Now it is to be considered whether in such a case 
the DC can be recovered from the wages of the DPS 
workers. In paral7 of the written statement there is the 
contention that as per the DPS Scheme the FCI is entitled 
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d it is not necessary to hold 
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whenever a worker indulges 
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under their provisions. Even if they do not nothing 
prevents the employer from taking guidance from the 
legislative wisdom contained in it to adopt metres on 
die lines outlined therein, when the contract ofemploymcnt 
is silent on the subject”. 

22. Paras 4,13 and 22 of the judgment are relevam for 
tile purpose of deciding this case and hen^ the same is 
extmet^ below: 

“4. The principal question involved ih the case, 
according to us, is notwithstanding the 
iii the cdnhtict of employinrot tirbfii 
rules or regulations, whetiier an employer's entitled to 
deduct wages for the period that the employees refuse to 
work although the work is offered to them. The deliberate 
refusal to work may be the result of varimis actions on 
their part such as a sit-in or stay-in strike at the work-place 
or a strike whether legal or illegal, or a go-slow tactics. The 
deliberate refusal to work fiirtiier may be legal m* tile^l as 
when the employees go on a legal or illegal strike. The 
legality of strike does not always exempt the wnployccs 
from the deduction of their salaries for the periodof strike. 

H only saves them from a dfeciplinary action since a legal 
strike is recognised as a legitimate weapon in the hands of 
the workers to redress their; grievances. If S^itths to us 
that this confusion between the strike us li^gpi^ weapon: 
in the hands of the workmen and the liabtfiq^ of deduction 
of wages incurred on account of it, wlicthor tiie strike is 
legal or illegal, has been responsible for the approach the 
High Court has taken iii the matter. 

13. Among the dccisionsof the various High Courte 
relied upon by the parties in support of the respective 
cases, we find that except for the decision in V. Qenc^ v. 
llie Stetc Bank of India & Cta. K1981) f U 64||ly«i% ti^ 
iveamed Single Judge of the Madrits 1 lii^ iDdiW 
decision of the Division Bench of the same Gothl in that 
matter and other matters decided together in State Bank of 
India, Canara Bank, Central Bank etc. & Ore V. Cicncsan^ 
Jambunathan, Venkataraman, B.V.Kamath, V.K, 
Krishnamurthy, etc. & Ore [(1989) I 1.1 J 109], all other 
decisions, name ly, (i) Sukqnutr Qandyopad^^^X^'^*^ . 
State of West Bengal & (ire. ff1976) 

Algemcnc Bank Nederland, N.V. v. Central (^yefiimeni 
Labour Court, Calcutta & Ors. [(1978) IJ.Uy, 
V.Ramachandran v. Indian, Bank [(1979) 

Dharam Singh Rajput & Ore. v. Baii of ^ 

Ore. 1(1979) 12 Lie 1079].(v)R. RajatnanWlh^ 
ai^ on behalf of other Awardy Stofr v. IndUiiajfrllii^ 
li LLJ 3671 (vi) R.N.Shenoy & Anr, etc. v. CeR^);]3fmk hf 
India &Ors. etc. 1983 KLT38I = [(19M) XVttUC I W],; 
(vii) Prakash Chandra Johari v. Indian Ovmeiis Bwk (ft 
Anr., I(1986) 11LU 496], have variously talem^ view that 
it is not only permissible frtr the employer to <k$dnet w^es 
for the hours or the days for which the cmplbyces are 
absent from duty but in cases such as the present, it is 
perm i ss iblc to deduct wages for the whole day even i f the 
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absence is for a few hours. It is also held that the contract 
is not indivisible. Some of the decisions have also held 
that the deduction of wages can also be made under the 
provisions of the Payment of Wages Act and similar 
statutes where they are applicable. It is further held that 
deduction of wages in such cases Is not a penalty but is in 
enforcement of the contract of employment and hence no 
disciplinary proceedings need precede it. 

22. The principles which emerge from the aforesaid 
authorities may now be stated. Where the contract, 
Standing Orders or the service rules / regulations are silent 
on the subject, the management has the power to deduct 
wages for absence from duty when the absence is a 
concerted action on the part of the employees and the 
absence is not disputed. Whether the deduction from wages 
will be pro rata for the period of absence only or will be for 
a longer period will depend upon the facts of each case 
such as whether where was any work to be done in the said 
period, whether the work was in fact done and whether it 
was accepted and acquiesced in, etc.” 

23. Deduction of wages is permissible in the case of 
wilful absence from duty by the employees when the 
absence is a concerted action on the part of the employees. 
Deduction of wages for such refusal to work need not be 
on pro rata* basis. It can be more than the wages due to the 
period of absence and the same depends on the facts and 
circumstances in each case. Here in this case there was 
wilful refusal on the part of the DPS workers to attend the 
work on 17-06-2007 by wilfully absenting themselves in 
spite of the intimation to unload the wagons. DC waste be 
paid by the management solely due to wilful refusal to 
attend duty on 17-06-2007. The amount paid as DC is 
Rs.52,200 . It is a well ascertained sum of money and the 
same is sought to be recovered from the wages after 
considering the explanations submitted by the DPS workers 
and also after conducting an investigation by the 
management. It is not an unconscionable sum. There is no 
need to have any enquiry or any. further adjudication in 
the matter. There is no violation of the principles of natural 
justice which caused any prejudice to the DPS workers. 
Even according to them they were absenting themselves 
from duty on 17-06-2007 being the weekly off day. The loss 
caused to the FCl amounting to Rs.52,200 is solely due to 
their deliberate and willful absence from duty on 17-06- 
2007. It can be taken into consideration for the purpose of 
determining the amount to be deducted from the wages for 
their willful absence on that day. Hence the action of the 
management in recovering the loss from the wages on 
account of the DC levied by the Railway for not unloading 
the food grains on weekly off day is legal and justified, 

24. Point No.4: As the action o f the management is 
found to be legal and justified thos.e workmen are not 
entitled to any relief 


The award will come into force one month after its 
publication in the official gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 26lh 
day of April, 2012. 

D. SREEVALLABl IAN. Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union 

WWI- K.Sudhakaran, Secretary, Food C’oiporation of India 
Workers Union, FCl, Neeleswaram. 

Witness for the Managements 

MW I - M.Sivadasan, Area Manager. I-Cl. District Office, 
Kannur. 

Exhibit for the Union Nil, 

Exhibits for the Managements 

M 1 Photocopy of the letter No.TC-1 /2005/20 !/2Pt.D dated 
10-10-2006 of Government of India, Ministry ol 
Railways, Railway Board. 

M2 Photocopy of the Letter No. lK(L)/8(22)/94 dated 
14-06-1996 of the Executive Director (Gen.) as to the 
introduction of Direct Payment System, innotitied Food 
Corporation of India's owned depots.. 

M 3 Notice dated 16-06-2007 issued by the Manager, fCl. 
Neeleswaram Depot to the DPS workers.,. 

M4 Photocopy of the statement of demurrage charges due 
fromFCl/NLEon 19-06-2007. 

M5 Photocopy of the Order No.J/C.20()/NLE/644 dated 
24-07-2007 of the Manager (D) Southern Railway, 
Divisional Office, Commercial Branch, Palghat. 

M6 Counter Foil No,506069 dated 07-08-2007 issued by 
the Station Master, Southern Railway. Nileshwar as to 
the payment of D,C. by Manager, Food Corporation ol 
India, F.S.D.,Nileshwar, Kasaragod District. 

M7 Office copy ofthe Show Cause Notice No. 1R.L/21(1)/ 
07 dated 28-07-2007 issued by the Area Manager 
(1/C,), Food Corporation of India, District Office, 
Muzhappilangad. 

M8 Explanation dated 08-08-2007 submitted by 
Shri K.Velayudhan DPS-1 to the Area Manager, 1(1, 
District Ofifee, Muzhappilangad. 

M9 Investigation Report on demurrage charges incurred 
at FSD, Nileswar during the Months of June & July 
2007 dated 06-09-2007. 

M10 Office copy of the proceedings No. 1 R(L)/21 (! )/2007- 
VoL. II dated 20-09-2007 of the Area Manager, f'CL 
District Office, Muzhappilangad. 
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GOVERNMENT 
ALCUM-LABOUR 
ANSOL 


52 of 2006 

Secretary, K.M.C., Gorai 
sansol, Burdwan 


ijllC Jhanjra Project, 
M/s. ECL, Burdwan 


Sri P.K. Das, Advocate 

Sri S.K. Pandey, 
Representative 

STATE: WEST BENGAL 

Cteted-24-02-12 
11-5-12 


conferred by clause (d) of 
2(A) of Section 10 of the 
4 of 1947), Government of 
bf Labour vide its letter 


No. 1.-22012/265/2005- IR(CM-I1) dated 14-08-2006 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication by 
this Tribunal. 

SCHEDUli: 

“Whether the action of the Management of MIC 
Jhanjra Project under Jhanjra Area of M/s. Eastern 
Coalfields Limited in dismissing Sri Jiban Bouri, 
Timber Helper, U.M. No. 693513 w.c.f 3-1 -2001 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled?” 

2. Having received the Order.of Letter No.''L-22012/ 
265/2005- IR(CM-ll) dated 14-08-2006 of the above said 
reference from the Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case 
No. 52 of2006 was registered on 18-09-06 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue ncrtices through 
the registered post to the parties concerned directing them 
to appear in the court on the date fixed and to file their 
written statements along with the relevailt documents and 
a list of witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance 
of the said order notices by the registered post were sent 
to the parties concerned. 

3. The case of the sponsoring union for workman is 
that workman Jiban Bouri was in employmentj of the 
Company as Timber Helper at MIC Jhanjra Project, Jhanjra 
Area of M/s. Eastern Coalfields Ltd. He fall sick pn and 
from 1 - 02 - 2000 , he could not attend his duty, though had 
informed the Management of it. When he repented for his 
duty, he was not allowed; rather he was dismissed from his 
service without serving hjm a copy of charge sheet of 
dismissal letter or even any notice or second showcause. 
The Management dismissed him against the jn'iijciplc of 
natural justice and passed the dismissal order by 
conducting exparte departmental enquiry, for which be did 
not get an opportunity for his defence. I'hc enquiry had no 
proof of any document. Both the Enquh-y Officer and the 
Presenting Officer were highly biased, so the Enquiry Report 
was based not on record. The dismissal based on the 
involved enquiry, was harsh and extreme punishment to 
him. He is sitting idle without any employment Miy whjere. 
He belongs to a downtrodden community. He and his family 
are dying without meal. The 'dismissal of the workjman by 
the Management is illegal and unjustified. 

4. Whereas with specific dertials to the aforesaid 
allegations of the union, the case of the Mani^emcnt is 
that workman Jiban Bouri, Timber'Helper, U. Man No. 
693513, MIC Jhanjra Project, had been absent from his duty 
on from 30-01 -2000 unauthorisedly, for which he was charge 
sheeted as per Ref. No. AGT/JNR/MlC/P/CS/2000/652 
dated 10-05-2000 as the Certified Standing Ordd* applicable 
to the employees of the Coal Mining Industry. He did not 
reply to it. So the Management as per its decision held a 
domestic enquiry into it against the workman. He though 
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absented on three dates, yet appeared on 19-08-2000 at the 
enquiry, in which though he was given ample opportunity 
with a co-worker of his choice for defence, he did not wait 
of it, so the Enquiry was held exparte on 26-08-2000. The 
charges levelled against him were proved. He neither had 
reported for treatment at Colliery Hospital nor was referred 
for treatment elsewhere. Previously the workman was 
awaited warning him stoppage of three increTnents with 
cumulative effect for his alasenteeism sinte 25-11-96 and 
9-04-98 as per the charge sheet and A(|T^JNR/3&4/98/119 
issued by the action. All the records'and numbers of his 
attendances 152,93 and 149 in the years 1997 to 1999 prior 
to his dismissal revealed him as a habitual absentee. On 
the basis of aforesaid findings of the Enquiry Officer, he 
was served with second Show Cause notice dated 
17/20-10-2000 by registered letter A/D post along with the 
copy of the l/nquiry Report on his address noted in his 
form TV for his explanation, but he did not reply to it. The 
Management alternative except his dismissal from his 
services as per the letter dated 3/5-01 -2001 as communicated 
to him on his home address. 

Finding with reasoning 

5. In the present case, 1 find that only workman Jiban 
liouri on his affidavited statement filed by the Union 
Representative was cross-examined by Mr. P.K, Das, 

I.earned Advocate for the Management on 18-9-07. Since 
Mr. P. K. Da.s, Learned Advocate for the Management 
declined to adduce any evidence on behalf of the 
Management, the case came up for hearing argument since 
I 1-12-09. It evidently stands clear that the Union 
representative by implied conduct and in lack of his interest 
to challenge the fairness of the Domestic Enquiry seems to 
have accepted it as fair and proper. The photocopies of the 
Domestic l/nquiry filed by the Union as per list dated 
05-01-97 are on the case record. 

I he aforesaid situation impels me for the appreciation 

of the admitted materials on the case record under Sec. I lA 
of the Industrial Dispute Act 1947. 

A fair glance at the admitted materials and the oral 
evidence of the worker on the case record reveals the 
undisputable facts asmndcr : 

(i) Workman Jiban Bouri was a Timber Helper U/M. 
No. 693513 at MIC Jhanjra Project. 

(ii) rhe present charge sheet dated 10-05-2000 relates 
only to his unauthorized habitual absenteeism from 
duty since 31-01 -2000 constituting his misconduct 
under C.'harge 26.29 of the Certified Standing Order 
applicable to the Coal Mines. It unmentions his 
any previous absenteeism. 

(iii) Admittedly the workman appeared on 19-08-2000 
and slated at the Enquiry that though he was 
under treatment, at Sub-Divisional Hospital, 
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Asansol also in his oral statement, he could not 
bring his treatment paper, so he had requested for 
a time for filing it. 

(iv) But the dismissal order of the workman as per the 
G M, Jhanjra Area’s letter dated 3-01 -2001 vividly 
deals with extraneous facts of his previous 
absenteeism as unproved. 

In view of the aforesaid finding and the arguments 
as advanced on behalf of both the parties, I find and hold 
the dismissal of the workman from the service of the 
Management for his present unauthorized absenteeism, 
from his duty since 31-01 -2000 was not only shocking but 
also highly disproportionate to it for his aforesaid 
misconduct. Thus, it is liable to be set aside in the eye of 
law. 

Hence, it is held that the action of the Management 
of MIC, Jhanjra Project under Jhanjra Area of 
M/s. I'.astcrn Coalfields Ltd. in dismissing workman Jiban 
Bouri, Timber Helper, U.M. No. 693513 w.e.f 3-01-2001 
is quite illegal and unjustified, fjiereforc, the workman 
is entitled to re-instatement in his service but without 
back wages. It is hereby accordingly awarded, and the 
Management is directed to implement the award within 
a month from the receipt of it after its publication in the 
Gazette of India. 

ORDER 

I -Ct an “Award’ be and same is passed as per above 
Send the copies of the Award to the Government of India, 
Ministry ol Labour, New Delhi, for inibnnation and needful. 

KISI lORI RAM, Presiding Ofllccr/Link OiUccr 


I 2012 

^.3TT. 2133,-W9fcT, ‘ 

21 -OS 2012 ( l‘/N ) TR=hK - W 

- ?FT I , tVsIuco, ^ Midi ft] H ^ ^ 

65 ^ ^ ^ ^ 3- 2016 5FIH 

'STT^' ddT, ^ TFm t I 

[TT. TT-1 1016/01/201 1 II j 

New Delhi, the I St June, 2012 
S.O. 2133. —The President is pleased to appoint 
Shri Surendra Prakash Singh as Presiding Officer of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 1, Chandigarh w.e.f 21 -05-2012 (E/N) for a period upto 
3-9-2016 i.c. till attaining the age of 65 years or until further 
orders, whichever is earlier. 

[No. A-11016/01/2011-CLS-ll I 
AJAY JOSH I, Under Secy, 
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RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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WCL, 
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Distt.Cfemi 


(b): 


.OontiW 


M/s. Singh 
WCL 


Versus 


Party No. 2 


^hrtS^il 

'fleh^Chi 


1/mm 


(Datedi^st 


ers 


In exercise of ^'|icfw< 
sub-section (1) and stib^cti 
Industrial Disputes Ac|, ^1^' ^ 
short), the Centn^OoViiM fit 


Date:21-05-2012 


Manager, WCL 
ct of(Umrer Area) of 


l^i, Tah-Chimur, 
rapur (MS) 


[& Sons, 
tor, Singhnagar, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. 
) 


pharat Das, 

, Post: Khadsangi, 
ur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS), 


m 


May, 2012) 

conferred by clause (d) of 
ion 2(A) of Section 10 of 
(14 of 1947) (“the Act” in. 
has referred the industri^J 


dispute between the employers, in reU^ipn to the 


Das, for adjudication, as per le^r No.L-22012/36^/2002-IR 
(CM4I) dated 21-03-2006, with the followitig schedulc:- 

“Whether the action of ihe management of WCL 

and M/s. Singh and Sons Contractor Of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Suitiiii^kr^ Das, 
is legal and justified? If not, to wh^ relief he is 
entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the partil^T^ rmticed 
to file their respective ststkftwnt of claiM 4 ®^ kfitien 
stidement and accordingly, tile wjorknMm Shri^lSistel Bharat 
Das, (“the workman” in short) and the mawigement of the 
WCL (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its written stitiement. 

The case of the workman is that there i$ a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Muipw Project 
and the same is under the control and supervi^n of party 
no. I (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Proj«l| and party 
no. 1 (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd.,nKflltiat<3ca, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of|>fcparing 
underground road up to the bordpr of coal for tw said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was fixpi 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. I (a) also engaged par^no.l (b). 
M/s. Singh and Sons in its work w.e.f. 05-01-1^7 and till 

payrtyno l (b)isworkmgwitiipjuly no.I 

of preparing the underground roads for fuhCtiOftmjg of. the- 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.G.M.L af a Driller 
on 21 -05-1993 and he continued to work tIH 2-7il|96 and 
tiwreatier, his services were Utilised bypaityJlk'ji^)'^*®'!' 
05^4)1-1997 continuouslytitt'^“ 12-2^1 1 

sent him for vobational tfaming from time id twi and he 
had under gone the said training successftiHy 
>lk»?knfian/emp1oyee of 

tiie principal employer apjfioiniwliiM 

contractors was oral and tiic petty bo. I (b^ 
services orally w.e.f 29^12-2001 £Hid hc l ^ ^ 
more than 240 days precedifig to his terminatiof^d While 
terminating his services, mandatory provisKUiS! of Section 
25-F of the Act were not complied with and either one 
inbnth’s notice, nor one month’s wages in^Htt^bf notice, 
nor retrenchment compensatiph was paidlo hSpIty parties 
no. 1 (a) and (b) and as sUch, termination of Disservices is 
illegal and though at the time Of his term inatiotil more than 
700 workers were working with parties no.l *^) and (b), 
they did not prepare and pultitsh final seniofi^ Ifet of all 
the workers Including himself, at least seven diys prior to 
tlte termination, as provided utnder Rule 77 of l^lpthistrial 
Elites (Central) RblcS l9i7 artdtiicte 5^^ 
i^S^ion 25-G of the Act aflj* ^ tenuinatipki^tos services 
;^ddit>,uitted to retrenebmpnt, and at t^ of hfs 
:#fenchmcnt, plenty ofWdtlcwas avaMjiiietift^ttOW also, 
^i^Bty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a>^ I (b), 
.^tiiey did notre-cmploy^him m vral9tion0f|pe|^ 
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alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. I (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the contractor 
of party no. I (a), for each and every act of the party 
no. 1 (b), the party no. 1 (a) was responsible and as such, 
the party no. I (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. 
The workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service 
with continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It Is necessary to mention here that inspite 
of notice, party no. I (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. I (a) has pleaded 
inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with B.G.M.L. 
for carrying out open excavation, for construction of a pair 
of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine of 
Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the open 
excavation work was to be completed within a period of 
3'/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within eight 
months and it also awarded another contract to party no. 1 
(b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft 
through sedimentary roCks like sand stone from seam VII 
to seam V at Murpar Project of which the date of 
commencement and completion were 1-1-1997 and 

28- 2-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no. I (b) for construction of 
drivage of incline shaft at Murpar Project and the dates of 
commencement and completion of the said contract were 

29- 5-1999 and I -12-2001 respectively and it [party no. I (a)] 
was related to party no. I (b) only as per the terms of contract 
and it was not at all responsible for providing employees 
to the contractors and it was the duty of the contractors to 
appoint the employees as per their need. It is further pleaded 
by the party no. I (a) that as per the provisions of the 
Mines Act, every person, whether employed by the principal 
employer or the contractor, whether in a casual capacity or 
in permanent capacity, to work in an underground mine, is 
required to be imparted vocational training by the principal 
employer and the cost of the training is borne by the 
contractor concerned and the engagement of the labourers 
was the job of the contractor and it was no way involved in 
the matter and no document has been produced by the 
workman to show that he was appointed by it and the 
contractor had appointed the workman till the completion 
of the contract and the documents filed by the workman 
show that he was appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract 
works at Murpar Project, as a temporary contingent labour 
in the project and in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon'bic Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka 
Vs. IJmadevi, Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish 


Jayanti [2006 (2) SCALE 115] and many others, the workman 
is not entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service 
as he was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. I (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.GM.L. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25- F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as no body appeared on behalf of the party no. I (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, “no cross" order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-partc against the party no. I (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 21-5-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a Driller and the workman 
was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 5-1 -1997 to 
28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for vocational 
training by party no. 1 (a) and as such, (he workman was 
the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1 (a) is the 
principal employer and the appointment of the workman 
by both the contractors was oral appointment and the 
services of the workman were terminated by party no. 1 (b) 
w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked for more 
than 240 days with the party no. 1 (b). preceding his 
termination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. I (a) and 1(b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
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no. 1 (a) was not controlling or supervising the work of 
the workman. It is the definite stand taken by workman 
that he had been working under the contractors. It would, 
thus, in my opinion not lie in his mouth to take a 
contradictory and inconsistent pica that he was also the 
woikman of the principal employer, fo raise such a mutually 
destructive plea is impermissible in law and such mutually 
destructive plea should not be allowed to be raised even 
in an industrial adjudication. Hence, it cannot be said 
that the workman was the workman of the principal 
employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no.l (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs.Thcir 
workmen) have held that:— 

“ though Section 25-F speaks of continuous 
service for not less than one year under the 
employer, if the workman has actually worked for 
240 days during a period of 12 calendar months 
’ both the conditions are fulfilled. The definition of 
“Continuous Service” need not be read into 
Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of 240 
days in a period of twelve calendar months into 
continuous service for one complete year. The 
amended Section 25-B only consolidates the 
provisions of Section 25(B) and 2(eee) in one 
place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new provisions, however, is not different. In 
fact, the amendment of Section 25-F of the 
Principal Act by substituting in clause (b) the 
words “for every completed year of continuous 
service” has removed a discordance between the 
unamended Section 25-B and the unamended Cl. 
(b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is 
necessary it the total service is 240 days in a period 
of twelve calendar months cither before the 
several changes or after these. 1 he only change 
in the Act is that this service must be during a 
period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be 
made. The last amendment has now removed a 
vagueness which existed in the unamended 
Section 25- B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Ivlectronics Ltd.), the 
Hon’ble Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 
25-B (I) and (2)—Continuous scrvice-Scopc of 
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sub-sections (1) and (2) is different, (words and 
phrases-Continuous Service). 


Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he 
has to show that he has been in continuous 
service for not less than one year under that 
employer, who has retrenched him from service. 
Section 25-B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression “continuous”. Both in principle and 
arc precedent it must be held that section 25-B (2) 
comprehends a situation where a workman to not 
in employment for a period of 12 calendar months, 
but has rendered for a period of 240 days within 
the period of 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant date, 
i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would 
be deemed to be in continuous service for a period 
of one year for the purpose of section 25-B and 
Chapter V-A”. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported 
in AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev 
Kumar) has held that;— 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947 - S. 25-F, 10 - 
Retrenchment compensation - Termination of 
services without payment of —Dispute referred 
to Tribunal—Case of workman/workman that he 
had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination - Claim denied by management—Onus 
lies upon workman to show that he had in fact 
worked for 240 days in a year-In absence of proof 
of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient 
evidence to prove that he had worked for 240 
days in a year preceding his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-F of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had infact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 29- 
12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

13. Except his oral evidence on.affidavit, die workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. Thus the workman has 
failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 
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As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-1' read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F arc not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relic!'. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Ofneer 
1 2012 
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arfwfr 

New Delhi, the 1 St June, 2012 

S.O. 2135.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the-Award (Ref No. 54/ 
2006 )ofthe Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Murpar 
Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, 
Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 1 -06-2012. 

[No. L-22012/369/2002-IR (CM-11)] 
RAMESI1 SINGI I, Desk Officer 

ANNEXLRE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 

CGITCUM-LABOUR COUR'I, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NG P/54/2006 

Date: 21-05-2012 

Party No. I (a): The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of(Umrcr Area) of WCL. 
Post: Khadsanghi, fah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 

Dahegaon, 

Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 


2081 GI/12—22 
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Versus 

Pfarty No. 2 Shri Bhanudas Mahadev Matale, 

R/o Khadsanghi, Post: Khadsanghi, 
rchsil: Chimur, 

' Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated :21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
<jub-Section (I) and sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Ikidustrial DisputcsAcl, 1947 (14 of 1947) C1heAct" in short), 

!|he Central Government has referred the industrial dispute 
(between the employers, in relation to the management of 
Wci. and their workman Shri Bhanudas Mahadev Matale, 
for adjudication, as per letter No. I .-22012/369/2002-lR (CM- 
(I) dated 21 -3-2006, with the following schedule : 

"Whether the action of the management of WCL 
S and M/s. Singh and Sons Contractor of WCL in 

terminating the services of Shri Bhanudas 
Mahadev Matale, is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled?" 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
\lo file their respective statement of claim and written 
■ statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Bhanudas 
^Mahadc Matale, (“the workman" in short) and the 
•management of the WCL ("Party No. I” in short) filed its 
; written statement. ! he case o( the workman is that there is 
j a coal mine at Murpar, which is known as W.C. Ltd, Murpar 
i Project" and the same is under the control and supervision 
i of party no. I (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project 
and party no, I (a) engage M/s. Bharat Ciold Mines Ltd., 
Karnataka, ("B.G.M.L." in short for the pui-pose of preparing 
underground road up to the border o! coal lor the said coal 
ihinc and the contract of the said work was i roin 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. I (a) also engaged parly no, 1 (b), 
M/s. Singh and Son^ in its work w.c.f. 5-01-1997 and till 
party no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose 
of preparing the underground roads lor tunctioning of the 
^ said coal mine and he was engaged by B.G.M .Las a Welder 
on 16-8-1993 and he continued to work till 2-7-1996 and 

, thereafter, his services were utilized I party no. 1 (b)w.e.f 
1 20-1-1997 eontinuously till 28-12-2001 and party no. 1 (a) 
sent him for voeational training from time time and he had 
under gone the said training successfully and he is a 
workman/employce ofparty no. 1 (a) and party no. 1 (a) is 
the principal employer and his appointment by both the 
contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated his 
services orally w.c.f. 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
more than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
terminating his services, mandatory provisions of Section 
25-I' of the Act were not complied with and neither one 
month’s notice, nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, 
nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties 


no. 1 (a) and (b) as such, termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 
the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his services 
amounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-11 
of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the Al .C (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages lor. 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. I (b) was the contractor 
ofparty no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the parly no. 1 
(b), the party no. I (a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal tennination. fhe 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. fhe party no.l (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite 
of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the ease nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has pleaded 
intcr-alia that it had entered into a contract with B.G.M,L. 
for carrying out open excavation, for construction ol a 
parir of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine 
of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the 
open excavation work was to be completed within a period 
of 3’/2 months and the incline shall drivage within eight 
> months and it also awarded another contract to party no. I 
(b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline shall 
through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from scam Vll 
to seam V at Murpar project of which the dale ol 
commencement and completion were 1-01-1997 and 28-02- 
1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no. 1 (b) for construction ol 
drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project ane the dates of 
commencement and completion of the said contract were 
29-05-1999 and I -12-2001 respectively and it [party no. I 
(a)l was related to party no. 1 (b) only as per the terms of 
contract and it was not at al! responsible for providing 
employees to the contractors and it was the duty of the 
contractors to appoint the employees as per their need. It 
is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as per the 
provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
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work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter ^d no 
document has been produced the workman to show that 
he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract works at Murpar 
Project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 
(2) SCALI{ 115)] and many others, the Workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service as he 
was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.GM.L. and the contract 
given to parly no. I (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its erfi^loymCnt and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25-r‘V25-G or H of the payment of wages 

by it to the workman and the wbrkmah is not entitle for 
any relief. 

I • 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own ei'idence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
a.s nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1(a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 11-2011, “no cross” order 
was passed and order was'ako passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. I (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.GM.L, a registeredl company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder oT coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 16-08-1993 to 2-07-1996 as' a Welder and the workman 
was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 20-01 - 1997 to 
28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for voedtional training 
by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the workinan was the 
employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1(a) is the principal 
employer and the appointment of the workmap by both the 
contractors was oral appointment and the services of the 
workman were terminated by party no. 1 (b) w.e.f 29-12- 


2001 and the worlonan had worked for more than 240 days 
with the party no. 1(b), preceding his termination and before 
the termination of the services of the workman mandatory 
provisions of Section 25- F of the Act were no complied 
with and neither one morUh's notice, nor one month’s pay 
in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment compensation was 
given to the workman and as such, the termination of the 
workman is illegal and such termination amounts to 
retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did not prepare 
and publish the seniority list as required under Rule 77 of 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even though more 
than 700 workers were working with them in various 
category and as such, there was violation of the provisions 
of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the workman is 
entitled to reinstatement in service with coritinuity and full 
back wages. 

6 . It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the wder and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in 
this case, even if the case proceeded exparte against parties 
no. 1 (a) and I (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.GM.L..who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 16-08-1993 to 2-07-1996 as a Welder and that he was 
again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another contractor from 
20-01-1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the workman 
that he was engaged or appointed by party no. 1 (a), fhe 
only claim of the workman is 'that parly no. 1 (a) had sent 
him for vocational training and he had under gone the 
training successfully. In support of such claim, the workman 
has filed the Xerox copy of the certificate granted in his 
favour for undergoing the vocational training from 2-09- 
1993 to 29-09-1993. It is necessary to mention here that it is 
obligatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statutory duty of the management of the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be an employee 
of party no. 1 (a), as because, he was sent for vocational 
training by party no. 1 (a), 

8 . It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combine reading of the definition of the terms 
“contract labour” “establishment” and “workman” docs 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry ane the owner of the industry is 
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created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
. such relationship. The word “workman” is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
^ species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
"establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
I engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant a master. But that 
: is true of a workman could not be correct a contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
‘ Abolition). Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
^relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
^employed by the party no. 1(a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1(a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take contradictory and inconsistent plea that he 
was also th workman of the principal employer, fo raise 
such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in law 
and such mutually destructive plea should not be allowed 
to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. Hence, it 
cannot be said that the workman was the workman of the 
principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
lion bleApex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The I lon’ble Apex Court, in the decision repotted in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery' Vs. Their 
ivorkmen) have held that:— 


service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after 
these. The only change in the Act is that this 
service must be during a period of twelve calendar 
months preceding the date with reference to which 
calculation has to be made. 

The last amendment has now removed a 
vagueness which existed in the unamended 
Section 25-B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat I-Icctronics Ltd ), the 
I ion’ble Apex Court have held that, 

"Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25- 
B (1) and (2)-Continuous service-Scope of sub¬ 
sections (1) and (2) is different, (words and 
phrases-Continuous Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he 
has to show that he has been in continuous 
service for not less than one year under that 
employer, who has retrenched him from service. 
Section 25-B as the. dictionary clause for the 
expression “continuous”. Both in principle and 
arc precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) 
comprehends a situation where a workman to not 
in employment for a period of 12 calendar months, 
but has rendered for a period of 240 days within 
the period of 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant dale, 
i.c. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would 
be deemed to be in continuous service for a period 
of one year for the purpose of Section 25-B and 
chapter V-A”. 


“ I hough Section 25-F speaks of continuous service for 
not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during 
a [KTiod of 12 calendar months both the conditions 
arc fulfilled. The definition of “Continuous 
Service” need not be read into Section 25-B. The 
fiction converts service of240 days in a period of 
twelve calendar months into continuous service 
for one complete year. The amended Section 25-B 
only consolidates the provisions of Section 25(B) 
and 2(eee) in one place, adding some other matters. 

I he purport of the new provisions, however, is 
not different. In fact, the amendment of Section 
25-F of the principal Act by substituting in clause 
(b) the words “for every completed year of 
continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25 B and the 
unamended CL (b) of Section 25-F. No 
uninterrupted service is necessary it the total 


I he Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported 
in AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev 
Kumar) has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947) S.25-F, 

10-Retrenchment compensation Fermination of 
services without payment of Dispute referred 
to I ribunal—Case of workman/workman that he 
had worked for 240 days in a year Preceding his 
termination—Claim denied by management 
Onus lies upon workman to show that he had in 
fact worked for 240 days in a year -In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient 
evidence to prove that he had worked for 240 
days in a year preceding his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-F of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman'worked for 240 days 
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in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from die relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon ’ble Apex Court and it is to be found ovrt if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had in&ct worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the woikman had 
•worked fot 240 days. 

12. Except his oral evidence on affidavit, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. Thus the workman 
has failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25- F read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
1 2012 

^.3ir. 2136.-3l1tilPl4i 1947 (1947 

^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

^ ^T©tl 57/2006 ) 

1 - 06 - 2012 ^^ 

^3TT «?TI 

f^. X^-22012/393/2002-3Tl^ SIR 

fm. 3?fsr^ 

New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S.O. 2136,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 57/ 
2006 ) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Murpar 
Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, 
Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their workmen, was received 
by the Central Government on 1 -06-2012. 

[No. L-22012/393/2002-IR(CM-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNfXURE 

BEFORE SHRl J. P. CHAND, miSIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOUm; NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/57/2006 

Date: 21-05-2012. 

Party No. I (a); The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCI.. 
Post: Khadsan^i, Tah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 

Dahegaon, 

Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 
Versus 

Party No. 2 Shri Khatu Yadav Nagdeovate, 

R/o Pituchhuva, Post: Pimpalneri, 

Tehsil: Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

AWARD 

(Dated :21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) ana sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Khatu Yadav 
Nagdeovate, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/ 
393/2002-1R (CM-II) dated 21-03-2006, with the following 
schedule :— 

“Whether the action of the management of W('L 
and M/s. Singh and Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Khatu Yadav 
Nagdeovate, is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the jjartics were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Khatu Yadav 
Nagdeovate, (“the workman” in short) and the management 
of the WCL (“Party No.l” in short) filed its written 
statement. 

The case of the workman is that there Is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no.l (a) i.e. Sub-Area Meager, Murpar Project and party 
no. i (a) engaged M/s. Bhar^ Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
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mi(»e and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
19^ and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b), 

M/^. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f. 5-01-1997 and till party 
noi 1 (b) is working with party no. I (a) for the purpose of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
sajd coal mine and he was engaged by B.G.M.L as a Driller 
onl2-01-1993 and he continued to work till 2-07-1996 and 
thereafter, his services were utilized by party no. 1 (b) w.e.f. 

5 -P1 -1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and party no. 1 (a) 
sept him for vocational training from time to time and he 
hajd under gone the said training successfully and he is a 
workman/employee of party no. 1 (a) and party no. 1 (a) is 
the principal employer and his appointment by both the 
ccintractors was oral and the party no.l (b) terminated his 
services orally w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
mbre than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
te^inating his services, mandatory provisions of Section 
2$-F of the Act were not complied with and neither one 
ninth’s notice, nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, 
nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties 
np. I (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
7 D0 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
. the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 
tl^e termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
I^isputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
cjf Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his services 
^mounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-H 
bf the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
blongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
(lemand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
tihe ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
With many other workers were terminated and wages for 
becember 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the contractor 
0 f party no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the party no. 1 
(b), the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
jworkman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
Continuity and frill back wages. 

3 , The party no. 1 (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite 
iof notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has pleaded 
inter-aiia that it had entered into a contract with B.G.M.L. 

I for carrying out open excavation, for construction of a pair 
iof inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine of 
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Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the open 
excavation work was to be completed within a period ol 
3 'A months and the incline shatt drivage within eight 
months and it also awarded another contract to party no. 1 
(b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft 
through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from scam VII 
to seam V at Murpar project of which the dale of 
commencement and completion were 1-01-1997 and 28-02- 
1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no. Kb) lor construction ol 
drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project and the dales of 
commencement and completion of the said contract were 
29-05-1999 and 01-12-2001 respectively and it [parly no. 
1 (a)] was related to party no. 1(b) only as per the terms ol 
contract and it was not at all responsible for providing 
employees to the contractors and it was the duty of the 
contractors ,to appoint the employees as per their need. It 
is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as per the 
provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job ot the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1(b) for contract works at Murpar 
Project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti (2006 
(2) SCALE 115) and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service as he 
was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. Ka) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.G.M.L. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b), as they were ol having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in ,its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25-F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 
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4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeved op behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examini^ the workman v on 8-11 -2011, “no cross” order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. 1 (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L., a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
undei^round roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and. the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 2-01 -1993 to 2-07-1996 as a Driller and the workman 
was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 5-01-1997 to 

28- 12-2001 and the workman was sent for vocational training 
by party no. I (a) and as such, the workman was the 
employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1 (a) is the principal 
employer and the appointment of the workman by both the 
contractors was oral appointment and the services of the 
workman were terminated by party no. I (b) w.e.f 

29- 12-2001 and the workman had worked for more than 240 
days with the party no. 1(b), preceding his termination and 
before the termination of the services of the wOii^man, 
mandatory proyisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not 
complied with and neither one month’s notice, nor one 
month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman Is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6 . It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in 
this case, even If the case proceeded exparte against parties 
no. I (a) and 1(b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 2-01-1993 to 2-07-1996 as a Driller and that he was 
again engaged by party no. I (b), another contractor from 


5-01 -1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the workman 
that he was engaged or appointed by party no. 1 (a). The 
(Mtly claim of the worieman is that party no. 1 (a) had sent 
him for vocational training and he had under gone the 
training successfully, In support of such claim, the workman 
has filed the Xerox copy of the certificate granted in his 
favour for undergoing the vocational training from 2-09- 
1993 to 29-09-1993. It is necessary to mention here that it is 
cbiigatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
Who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statutory duty of die management of the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be an employee 
of party no. I (a), as because, he was sent for vocational 
training by party no. 1 (a). 

8 . It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
“contract labour”, “establishment” and “workman” docs 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word “workman” is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct ol'contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. U is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1(a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1 (a) waS not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer, fo 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and siich mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. I (b) is concerned, I think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
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H^n’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
th^ discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon’ble Apex court, in the decision reported in 
A|R \ 966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that — 

‘‘Though Section 25-F speaks of continuous 
service for not less than one year under the 
employer, if the worieman has actually worked for 
240 days during a period of 12 calendar months 
both the conditions are fulfilled. The definition of 
“Continuous Service” need not be read into 
Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of 240 
days in a period of twelve calendar months into 
continuous service for one complete year. The 
amended Section 25-B only consolidates the 
provisions of Section 25(B) and 2(eee) in one 
place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new provisions, however, is not different. In 
fact, the amendment of Section 25-F of the 
principal Act by substituting in clause (b) the 
; words “for every completed year of continuous 
service” has removed a discordance between the 
! unamended Section 25-B and the unamended Cl. 
(b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is 
necessary it the total service is 240 days in a period 
of twelve calendar months either before the 
several changes or after these. The only change 
n the Act is that this service must be during a 
• period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be 
made. The last amendment has now removed a 
vagueness which existed in the unamended 
Section 25-B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mchanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd ), the 
I lon’ble Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial DisputcsAct(14of 1947). Section 25- 
; B (1) and (2)- Continuous servicc-Scope of sub- 

; Sections (1) and (2) is different, (words and 

; phrases-Continuous Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
; being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he 

I has to show that he has been in continuous 

: service for not less than one year under that 

employer, who has retrenched him from service. 
Section 25-B as the dictionary clause for the 
! expression “continuous”. Both in principle and 

arc precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) 
comprehends a situation where a workman to not 
in employment for a period of 12 calendar months, 
but has rendered for a period of 240 days within 
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the period of 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant date, 
i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would 
be deemed to be in continuous service for a period 
of one year for the purpose of Section 25-B and 
chapter V-A”. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported 
in AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Dcinay Vs. Rajeev 
Kumar) has held that: 

“Industrial DisputesAct(14of I947)S.25-F, 10 
Retrenchment compensation Termination of 
services without payment of -Dispute referred 
to Tribunal—Case of workman/workman that he 
had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination—Claim denied by management 
Onus lies upon workman to show that he had in 
fact worked for 240 days in a year In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not suftlcient 
evidence to prove that he had worked for 240 
days in a year preceding his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-1- of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden ot such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. Fhe present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had in fact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-1 -2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001. the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

12. F’xcept his oral evidence on aHidavit, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. I hus the workman has 
failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to salisl'y the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-F read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F arc not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

I he reference is answered against the workman. 1 he 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 23, 2012/ASADHA 2,1934 


J. P.CHAND, PresidingOfllccr 
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New Delhi, the 1 st June, 2012 

S. O. 2137.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.55 /2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure In the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-220l2/39l/2002-IR(CM-lI)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SIIRIJ.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NG P/55/2006 Date: 21 -5-2012 

Party No. 1(a): 

rhe Sub Area Manager, WCL 
Murpar Project of( Umrer Area) of WCL, 

Post: Khadsanghi, Tah -Chimur, 

Distl. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCl. Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2: 

Shri Natthuji Damaji Neware, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tchsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated: 21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
.sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Centr^Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
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man^ement of WCL and dteir woilonan Shri Natthuj i Damaji 
Neware, for adjudication, as per letter No.L-22012/391 /2002- 
IR (CM-II) dated 21 -3-2006, with the following schedulc:- 

“ Whether the action of the management of WCL 

and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 

terminating the services of Shri Natthuji Damaji 

Neware, is legal and Justified ? If not, to what relief 

he is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workrrian Shri Natthuji 
Damaji Neware, (“the workman” in short) and the 
management of the WCL (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as "W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project" 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no.l (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1 (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. I (b), 
M/ s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f. 5-1 -1997 and till party 
no.l (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the puiposc of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.GM.Las a General 
Mazdoor on 24-11-1992 and he continued to work till 
2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by pai u 
no.l (b) w.e.f. 5-1-1997continuously till 28-12-2001 atu; 
party no. 1 (a) sent him for vocational training from time to 
time and he had under gone the said training successfully 
and he is a workman/employee of party no. 1 (a) and party 
no. I (a) is the principal employer and his appointment by 
both the contractors was oral and the party no.l (b) 
terminated his services orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had 
worked for more than 240 days preceding to his tennination 
and while terminating his services, mandatory provisions 
of Section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and 
neither one month’s notice, nor one month's wages in lieu 
of notice, nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him 
by parties no. I (a) and (b) and as such, termination of iiis 
services is illegal and though at the time of his termination, 
more than 700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) 
and (b), they did not prepare and publish final seniority list 
of all the workers including himself, at least seven days 
prior to the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no 
compliance of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination 
of his services amounted to retrenchment and at the time 
of his retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now 
also, plenty of work is available with parties no. 1(a) and 
1(b), but they did not re-employ him in violation of 25-11 of 
the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
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alot\gwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. I (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the AkC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party' no. 1 was 
theiprincipal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the contractor 
of party no.l (a), for each and every act of the party no.l 
(b)- the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as such, the 
paitty no, I (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. I'he party no.l (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that 
\nsp\tQ of notice, party no.l (b) neither appeared in the 
ca$c nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no.i (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered “into a contract with 
B,((. M.L. for carrying out open excavation, for construction 
of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 3 i /2 months and the incline shaft drivage within 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to party 
no, 1 (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline 
shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from seam 
Vl! to seam V at Murpar project of which the date of 
commencement and completion were 1-1-1997 and 

28- 2-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no.l (b) for construction of 
drivage of incline shaft at Murpar Project and the dates of 
commencement and completion of the said contract were 

29- 5-1999 and I -12-2001 respectively and it (party no. 1 (a)) 
w&s related to party no. I (b) only as per the tenns of 
contract and it was not at all responsible for providing 
employees to the contractors and it was the duty of the 
contractor to appoint the employees as per their need. It is 
fiirther pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as per the 
provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
aflipointed by party no. 1(b) for contract work at .Mui-par 
Project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
ahd in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon'ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti (2006 
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(2) SCALC ! 15) and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service as he 
was atemporary workman. 

I'he further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.G. M.I.. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b), as they were of having dilferent 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25- F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentai'y evidence, filed his own evidence on afUdavii 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the parly no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, "no cross” order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. 1 (a), 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Lnterpriscs for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder ol' coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 24-11-1992 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and the 
workman was again appointed by parly no.l (b) from 
5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no.l (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. I 
(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were tenninated by party 
no. 1(b) w.e.f 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked for 
more than 240 days with the party no. 1(b), preceding his 
termination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of .Section 25-1' of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month's pay in 1 ieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and I (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
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workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the illegality 
of the order and if no evidence is produced, the party 
invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So. in this 
case, even if the case proceeded exparte against parties 
no. 1 (a) and I (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. Inthis case, it is the admitted case ofthe workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground,of 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 24-11 -! 992 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and that 
he was again engaged by party no. I (b), another contractor 
from 5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the 
workman that he was engaged or appointed by party no, 1 
(a). The only claim of the workman is that party no. 1 (a) 
had sent him for vocational training and he had undergone 
the training successfully. In support of such claim, the 
workman has filed the Xerox copy ofthe certificate granted 
in his favour for undergoing the vocational training from 2- 
9-1993 to 29-9-1993. It is necessary to mention here that it 
is obligatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statutory duty of the management of the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be an employee 
of party no. 1 (a), as because, he was sent for vocational 
training by party no.l (a). 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Kven a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
“contract labour”, “establishment” and “workman” does 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed In an Industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective ofthe fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word “workman” Is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It Is true that a combined reading of the terms 
"establishment" and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings ofthe workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
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emploved by the party no. 1 (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no.l (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the delinitc 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer, lo 
raise such a mutually destructive plea i.s impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the princ ipal employer. 

9. So far the termination ol the services ot the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned. 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon 'ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon ’ble Apex court, in the decision repoi 'ed in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that:— 

“Though section 25- F speaks ofeontinuous service 
for not less than otre year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a pei iod 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are f'uiniled. 
The definition of “Continuous Service ' need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service or240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended Section 25- B 
only consolidates the provisions of Section 2.5(B) and 
2(eee) in one place, adding some other matters. The nurpori 
ofthe new provisions, however, is not difl'erent. In fact, the 
amendment of Section 25-F of the» principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words “ for every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25 -B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is iiecc.ssar> 
it the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after the.se 
The only change in the Act is that this service must he 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has lo be made. 

The last amendmciu has now removed a vagueness 
which existed in the unamended Section 25-B”. 

in the decision reported in MR 1981 SG-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s, Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon'ble 
Apex Court have held that,— 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25-B 
(1) and (2) -Continuous service - Scope of sub-sections 
(1) and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Continuous 
Service), 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-1', he has to show 
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that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
Ifrom service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for 
ahe expression "corttinuous”. Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) 
comprehends a situation where a workman to not in 
employment for a period of 12 calendar months, but has 
rendered for a period of 240 days within the period of 12 
calendar months commencing and counting backwards 
from the relevant date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he 
ihas, he would be deemed to be in continuous service for 
a period ol'onc year for the purpose of Section 25-B and 
('hapter V-A". 

fhe I lon’blc Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 S038 (M/s. lessen Dei nay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
jhas held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947) S,25-F, 10 - 

Retrenchment compensation -Termination of services 
iwithout payment of-—Dispute referred toTribunal-Case of 
work man/work man that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination Claim denied by 
inanagcment Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a year In absence of 
proofof receipt of salary workman is not sulTicient evidence 
to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding 
ill is termination. 

iO So. it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
!the I lon’bic Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
jlhal for applicability of Section 25- V of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked lor 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
||iroof is upon the workman. 

I I. I he present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
il Ion 'ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had ini'act worked at least 
ifor 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001.’ So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the w'orkman had 
worked for 240 days. 

12, lixeept his oral evidence on affidavit, the 
workman has not produced any other evidence in 
support of his claim that he had actually worked for 240 
days in the preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. Thus 
ilie workman has failed to discharge the burden which 
was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
Hualiflcatioii prescribed in Section 25-T read with section 

of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-h' arc not 
iii'plicabie to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
i'll', relief. 


IP.xKT 11—SKC.3(ii)l 

ORDER 

'I'hc reference is answered against the workman. I'hc 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding OITicer 

^ 1 2012 

^.3?T. 2138.— 1947 (1947 
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ITI. 22012/392/2002 'iA\i m (With II) j 

New Delhi, the 1st .lune. 2012 

S. O. 2138.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.56 2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial 1 ribllnal-cum-l.abollr 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Indiislrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCI, Coniraetor Singhnagar. 
Dahegaon and their workmen, received by the Central 
Govcniment on I -6-2012, 

I No. L-22012 '392 2()02-IR (CM-II )| 
RAMi:SI I SINCJI I, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl.l. P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
C(;n-CUfVl-LABOUR COURI, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NC;P/56/2006 Date: 21 -5-2012 

Party No. I (a): 

I'hc Sub Area Manager, WCI, 

Murpar Project of(Umrer Area) of WCL, 

Post: Khadsanghi, Tab -Chimur. 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCI. Contractor, 

Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 

Chhindwara Road, 

Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 

Shri Bharat Motiram Athargade, 

R/o Pituchhuva, Post: Pimpalnori, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 
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AWARD 

(Dated: 21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCIv and their workman Shri Bharat 
Motiram Alhargade, for adjudication, as per letter No, 

I.-22012/392/2002-1R (CM-II) dated 21-3-2006, with the 
rollowing schedule; 

"Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Bharat Motiram 
Athargadc, is legal and Justified ? If not, to what 
rclicfhe is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to lllc their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Bharat 
Motiram Athargade, ('‘the workman” in short) and the 
management ,of the WCL (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as "W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project" 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no. I (a) i.c. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
("B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no.l (a) also engaged party no. I (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.c.f. 5-1-1997 and till party 
no. I (b) is working with party no. I (a) for the purpose of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning' of the 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.GM.Lasa Driller 
on 7-7-1992 and he continued to work till 2-7-1996 and 
thereafter, his services were utilized by party no. 1 (b) w.e.f. 
20-1-1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and party no. I (a) 
sent him for vocational training from time to time and he 
had uttder gone the said training successfully and he is a 
workman /employee of party no. 1 (a) and party no. 1(a) is 
the principal einploycr and his appointment by both the 
contractors was oral and the party no. I (b) terminated his 
services orally w.c.f. 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
more than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
terminating his services, mandatory provisions of section 
25-F of the Act were not complied with and neither one 
month's notice, nor one month's wages in lieu of notice, or 
retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties no. 

I (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
700 workers were working with parlies no.! (a) and (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 


the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
of section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his services 
amounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-11 
of the Act, It is further pleaded by the W'orkman that he 
alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no.l (a) and I (b). but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
theALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for. 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the contractor 
of party no. I (a), for each and every act of the party no. I 
(b), the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. I (a) is responsible for his illegal tennination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no.l (a) resisted the claim by IlHng its 
written statement. It Is necessary to mention here that 
inspitc of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the 
case nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. I (a) has pleaded 
inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with B.G. M.I.. 
for carrying out open excavation, for construction of a pair 
of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine of 
Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the open 
excavation work was to be completed w ithin a period of 3 
1/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within eight months 
and it also awarded another contract to paiiy no. I (b) fi)r 
construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft through 
sedimentary rocks like sand stone from seam VII to seam V 
at Murpar project ofwhich the date ol commencement and 
completion were 1-1-1997 and 28-2-1998 respectivci> and 
after a gap ol 15 months, anothei’ contract was given tu 
party no. 1(b) for construction oi drivage of incline shaft at 
Murpar project and the dates ol' commencement and 
completion of the said contract were 29-5-|99‘> and 
1 - 1 2-2001 respectively and it fpaits no. I (a)| was related to 
party no.l (b) only as per the terms of contract and it was 
not at all responsible for providing employees to the 
contractors and it was the duly of the. contractors to 
appoint the employees as per their need. It is further pleaded 
by the party no. I (a) that as per the provisions of the 
Mines Act, every person, whether employ ed by the principal 
employer or the contractor, whether in a casual capacity or 
in pcnnancnt capacity, to' work in an underground mine, is 
required to be imparted vocational training by the principal 
employer and the cost of the training is borne bv the 
contractor' concerned, and the engagement of the labourers 
was the job ofthe contractor and it was lU) way involved in 
the matter and no document has been produced by the 
workman to show that he was appointed by it and the 
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contractor had appointed the workman till the completion 
of the contract and the documents filed by the workman 
show that he was appointed by party no. I (b) for contract 
works at Murpar project, as a temporary contingent labour 
in the project and in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’blc Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka 
Vs. Umadevi, Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish 
Jayanti [2006 (2) SCALE 115] and many others, the workman 
is not entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service 
as he was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to R,G.M.l. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b). as they were (d having dilierent 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the w'orkman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25-E, 25-G or H oi'the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4, I he workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence. Hied his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is ncccssar\ to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1(a) to cross- 
examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, “no cross” order was 
passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case cx-parte against the parly no. 1(a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no.l (a) had 
engaged M/s. I3.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India E'nterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder ol coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the'said contract was from the \ ear 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 7-7-1992 to2-7-1996 as a Driller and the workman was 
again appointed by party no. 1(b) from 20-1-1997 to 

28- 12-2001 and the workman was sent for vocational training 
by party no. I (a) and as such, the workman was the 
employee of parly no. I and party no. I (a) is the principal 
employer and the appointment of the workman by both the 
contractors was oral appointment and the services of the 
workman were terminated by party no. I (b) w.e.f. 

29- 12-2001 and the workman had worked for more than 240 
days with the party no. 1(b), preceding his termination and 
before the termination of the services of the workman, 
mandatory provisions of Section 25-1' of'the Act were not 
complied with and neither one month's notice, nor one 
month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 


termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1(a) and I (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the couil must fail. So, in 
this case, even if the case proceeded expartc against parties 
no. 1 (a) and 1(b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for thcireliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case ofthc workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar Colliery by party no. I (a) and EG ML engaged him 
from 7-7-1992 to 2-7-1996 as a Driller and that he was again 
engaged by party no ! (b), another contractor rrt>m 
20-1 -1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the ca,se of the workman 
that he was engaged or appointed by party no.l (a), fhe 
only claim ofthc workman is that parts no.l (a) had sent 
him for vocational training and he had under gone the 
training successfully. In support of such claim, the worktnan 
has filed the Xerox copy ofthc certificate granted in his 
favour for undergoing the vocational training from 
2-9-1993 to 29-9-1993. It is necessary to mention here that it 
is obligatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statuloiy duty of the management ol'the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed tr> be an employee 
of parly no.! (a), as because, he was sent for vocaticmal 
training by part\ no I (a). 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement t>f 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection w ith the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relatit>nship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labmir, 
liven a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
“contract labour”, “establishment”and “workman "docs 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of thc industry is 
created irrespective ofthc fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship, fhe word “workman” is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
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is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
I'he provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1 (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1 (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. To 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The I lon’ble Apex Court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that:— 

“Though Section 25-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of “Continuous Service” need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended Section 25-B 
only consolidates the provisions of Section 25(B) and 
2(cee) in one place, adding some other matters. I'he purport 
of the new provisions, however, is not different. In fact, the 
amendment of Section 25-1' of the principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words “for every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25 B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is 
necessary it the total service is 240 days in a period of 
twelve calendar months either before the several changes 
or after these. 'I'he only change in the Act is that this service 
must be during a period of twelve calendar months 
preceding the date with reference to which calculation has 
to be made. The last amendment has now removed a 
vagueness which existed in the unamended Section 25-B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlai Vs. M/s. Bharat FJectronics Ltd ), the Hon’ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25-B ■ 
(1) and (2)- ('ontinuous servicc-Scope of sub-sections (I) 


and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Comiiuioiis 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-l\ he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression “continuous”. Both in principle and arc 
precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period 
of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 
date, i.c. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A”. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that: 

“Industrial DisputesAct( 14 of 1947 S.25-1', 10 
Retrenchment compensation—Termination of services 
without payment of -Dispute referred to fribunal Ca.se 
of worieman/workman that he had worked lor 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination Claim denied by 
management -Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a year In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not su file lent evidence 
to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding 
his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the 1 lon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-1- of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden ol such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had infact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his tcmiination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 29- 
12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of29-12-200 L the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

12. Except his oral evidence on afildavil, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had* actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. I hus the workman 
has failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibillh 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-F read with Section 
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35-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-1' are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
a(ny relief 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 

1 2012 

2139.— 3|id)Rl<4) 1947 (i 947 
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|3TT *TT I 

f 13^-22012/365/2002-3 Tt| 3TR (TTVott-H ) ] 
fW, 37^4^ 

New Delhi, the 1 st June, 2012 

S. O. 2139.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Ipdustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Oovemment hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.50 /2006) 
df the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
CfOurt, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Lfmrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-22012/365/2002-lR(CM-ll)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

Before shrij.p.chand,presiding officer, 

CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No.CGIT/NCP/50/2006 Date: 21 -5-2012 

Party No. I (a) :The Sub Area Manager, WCL 
Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 
Post; Khadsanghi, Tah : Chimur, 
Distt.: Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Sin^ & Sons, 

WCL Contractu; Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
Chhiixhvara Road, E>istt Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

PlartyNo.2: Shri Swami Lingayya Dasalwar, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 
Tehsii; Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur 
(MS). 


AWARD 

(Dated: 21st May. 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) oi 
sub-scction (I) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 oi 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of W'CL and their workman Shri Swami 
Lingayya Dasalwar, for adjudication, as per letter No.I - 
22012/365/2002-1R (CM-11) dated 21-3-2006. with the 
following schedule:- 

” Whether the action of the management of WCl, 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCl. in 
terminating the services of Shri Swami Lingayya 
Dasalwar, is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
he is entitled ?’' 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Swami 
Lingayya Dasalwar, ("the workman" in short) and the 
management of the WCL ("Party No. I' in short) filed its 
written statement. 

'f he case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “ W. C. Ltd. Murpar Proiccl" 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no. I (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. I (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines I.td., Karnataka. 
(“B. G. M. L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border ofeoa! for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. I (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b). 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f. 5-1-1997 and till parts 
no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coalmine and he was engaged by B.G.M.L as a Driller 
on 10-8-1993 and he continued to work till 2-7-1996 and 
thereafter, his services were utilized by party no, 1 (b) w.e. f. 
1-1-1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and he is a workman/ 
employee of party no. 1 (a) and party no. 1 (a) is the principal 
employer and his appointment by both the contractors 
was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated his services 
orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had worked for more than 
240 days preceding to his termination and while terminating 
his services, mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month's notice, 
nor one month's wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was paid to him by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) 
and as such, termination of his services is illegal and 
thou^ at the time of his termination, more than 700 workers 
were working with parties no.l (a) and (b), they did not 
prepare and publish final seniority list of all the workers 
including himself, at least seven days prior to the 
termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
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of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his 
services amounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and I (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25- 
H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no.l (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. I was 
the principal employer and party no. r(b) was the contractor 
of party no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the party no. 1 
(b), the party no. 1 (a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no. I (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here'that 
inspite of notice, party no.l (b) neither appeared in the case 
nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. I (a) has pleaded 
Inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with B.G.M.L. 
for carrying out open excavation, for construction ofa pair 
of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine of 
Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the open 
excavation work was to be completed within a period of 
3'/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within eight 
months and it also awarded another contract to party no. 1 
(b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft 
through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from seam VII 
to seam V at Murpar project of which the date of 
commencement and completion were 1-1-1997 and 

28- 2-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no. i (b) for construction of 
drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project and the dates of 
commencement and completion of the said contract were 

29- 5-1999 and i-12-2001 respectively and it [party no. 1 (a)] 
was related to party no. I (b) only as per the terms of contract 
and it was not at all responsible for providing employees 
to the contractors and it was the duty of the contractors to 
appoint the employees as per their need. It is further pleaded 
by the party no. I (a) that as pcrjhe provisions of the 
Mines Act, every person, whether employed by the 
principal employer or the contractor, whether in a casual 
capacity or in permanent capacity, to work in an 
underground mine, is required to be imparted vocational 
training by the principal employer and the cost of the 
training is borne by the contractor concerned and the 
engagement of the labourers was the job of the contractor 
and it was no way involved in the matter and no document 
has been produced by the workman to show that he was 
appointed by it and the contractor had appointed the 
workman till the completion of the contract and the 


documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1(b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 
(2) SCALE 115] and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service as he 
was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.GM.L. and the contract 
given to party no.l (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never In its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of Section 25- F, 25-G or H of the Act, or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. I (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, "no cross” ordc 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with thi 
case ex-parte against the party no.l (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L., a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 10-8-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a Driller and the workman 
was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from I -1 -1997 to 

28- 12-2001 and the workman was sent for vocational training 
by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the workman was the employee 
of party no.l and party no. 1 (a) is the principal employer 
and the appointment of the workman by both the 
contractors was oral appointment and the services of the 
workman were terminated by party no.l (b) w.e.f. 

29- 12-2001 and the workman had worked for more than 240 
days with the party no. 1 (b), preceding his termination and 
before the termination of the serviees of the workman, 
mandatory provisions of Section 25-1' of the Act were not 
complied with and neither one month's notice, nor one 
month's pay in'lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination'of the workman is illegal and such termination 
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amourus to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did 
Inot prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages, 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in 
this case, even if the case proceeded exparte against parties 
no. 1 (a) and I (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.I.., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 10-8-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a Driller and that he was 
again engaged by party no. 1(b), another contractor from 
01-1-1997 to 28-12-2001. , 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an e.stablishment. it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
betw'cen the principal employer and the contract labour. 
F.ven a combined reading of the detuiiiion of the terms 

“contract labour”, "‘establishment and "workman does 

not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner ot the industry' is 
created inespective of the fact as to who has bi ought about 
such relationship. The word "workman” is defined in w'ide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant oi'master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct ol cotiti act labour, 
fhe provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation ol direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear Irom the 
pleadings oI’the workman in the statement ot claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1(a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no, 1(a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to lake a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. To 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 


law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Collieiy Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that;- 

"Though section 25-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, il the 
workman has actually w'orked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of “Continuous Service” need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of 240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended section 25-B 
only consolidates the provisions of section 25(B) and 2(eee) 
in one place, adding some other matters. The purport ol' 
the new provisions, however, is nt)t difierent. In lact, the 
amendrnent of section 25-F of tlie principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words " for every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended section 25 B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is nccessaiy 
il the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months cither before the several changes or after these. 
I'he only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made. 
1'he last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended section 25- B . 

In the decision reported in AIR 198 I SC-125.5 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon'ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 ot 1947). Section 25-B 
(I) and (2) Continuous service- Scope ol sub-sections 
(I) and (2) is different, (Words and phrases Continuous 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain of relretichment 
being not in consonance vvith Section 25-f. he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. .Section 25-B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression "continuous”. Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that section 25-B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered fora period 
of 240 days within the period 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 




W ^ TTSm : ^ 23, 2012/37IW 2, 1934 


5209 


[qprt 3(ii)] 


date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and Chapter V-A”. 

The I lon'ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. RajeeV Kumar) 
has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947)—S.25-F, 10- 
Retrenchment Compensation-Termination of services 
without payment of—Dispute referred to Tribunal—Case 
of workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination—Claim denied by 
management Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a year—In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence 
to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding 
his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon'bic Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-F of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

I I. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
I loiTble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had in fact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So. it is necessary to prove that in the 
preceding twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the 
workman had worked for 240 days. 

12. I xcepl his oral evidence on allldavil, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence 'in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. Thus the workman has 
failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-F read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25- F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman, fhe 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. Cl lAND, Presiding Officer 
^ I ^4, 2012 
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New Delhi, the 1 st June, 2012 

S. O. 2140. —In pursuance of Section 17 pf the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No.51 /2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Tabour 
Court, Nagpur as showm in the Ann ex u re in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management ol' Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-22012,/366/3002-lR (CM-Il)l 
R/VMESI i SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXt'RK 

BEFORE SHRIJ.RCHAND, PRESIDING OPUCKR, 

CGIT-CUM-IABOIIR COURI, NAGPLiKX 

Case No.CGIT/NGP/51/2006 Date: 21-5-2012 

Party No. I (a): 

The Sub Area Manager, WCl, 

Murpar Project of(Umrer Area) of WCl., 

Post: Khadsangh-. I ah -Chimin, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh &. Sons, 

WCl.Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon. 
Clihindwara Road. Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 : 

Shri Manohar Dharmaji Dodke. 

R/o Mur|:)ar, Post: Khadsanghi. 

Tchsil: Chimur. Distt. Chaiulrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

{D;ated:21stMay.2012) 

In exercise of the powers conterred by clause td) ol 
sub-section (1) and sub-scction 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes .Act. 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act in 
short), the ("cntral Ciovernment has referred the industrial 
dispute between 'the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCl. and their workman Shri Manohar 
Dharmaji Dodke, for adjudication, as per letter No.I -22012/ 
366/2002-1R (CM-II) dated 21-3-2006. with the following 
schedule: 
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“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s, Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Manohar Dharmaji 
Dodke, is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief he 
is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
Statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Manohar 
Dharmaji Dodke, (“the workman” in short) and the 
tnanagement of the WCL (“Party No. I ” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
It Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no, 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” i.n short) for the purpose of preparing 
wnderground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
niine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. I (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f 5-1-1997 and till party 
no. 1 (b) is working with party no. I (a) for the purpose of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coalmine and he was engaged by B.GM.Las a General 
Mazdoor on 1-1-1993 and he continued to work till 
2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by party 
no, 1 (b) w.e.f. 5-1-1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and 
party no. 1 (a) sent him for vocational training from time to 
time and he had under gone the said training successfully 
and he is a workman / employee of party no. 1 (a) and party 
no. I (a) is the principal employer and his appointment by 
both the contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) 
terminated his services orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had 
worked for more thin 240 days preceding to his termination 
and while terminating his services, mandatory provisions 
of section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and 
rieither one month’s notice nor one month’s wages in lieu 
Of notice, nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him 
by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) and as such, ici n ' of his 
strvices is illegal and though at the time of his termination, 
diore than 700 workers were working with parties no. I (a) 
and (b), they did not prepare and publish final seniority list 
of all the workers including himself, at least seven days 
pirior to the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no 
compliance of section 25-G of the Act and the termination 
otf his services amounted to retrenchment and at the time 
oft his retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now 
also, plenty of work is available with parties no. I (a) and 
I (b), but they did not re-employ him in violation of section 
2i5-H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that 
he alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. I (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his 


services with many other workers were terminated and 
wages for December 2001 was not paid to him and as party 
no. 1 was the principal employer aixi party no, I (b) was the 
contractor of party no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the 
party no. I (b), the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as 
such, the party no.! (a) is responsible for his illegal 
termination. The workman has prayed for his reinstatement 
in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no.l (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement, It is necessary to mention here that in 
spite of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case 
nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has pleaded 
inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with B.G.M.L. 
for carrying out open excavation, for construction of a pair 
of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal mine of 
Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, the open 
excavation work was to be completed within a period or3 
1/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within eight months 
and it also awarded another contract to party no. 1 (b) for 
construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft through 
sedimentary rocks like sand stone from scam Vll to scam V 
at Murpar project of which the date of commencement and 
completion were 1-1-1997 and 28-2-1998 respectively and 
after a gap of 15 months, another contract was given to 
party no. I (b) for construction of drivage of incline shaft 
at Murpar project and the dates of commencement and 
completion of the said contract were 29-5-1999 and 
1-12-2001 respectively and it [party no. I (a)| was related to 
party no. 1 (b) only as per the terms ot contract and it was 
not at all responsible for providing employees to the 
contractors and it was the duty ofthe contractors to appoint 
the employees as per their need. It is further pleaded by the 
party no. 1 (a) that as per the provisions ofthe Mines Act, 
every person, whether employed by the principal employer 
or the contractor, whether in a casual capacity or in 
permanent capacity, to work in an underground mine, is 
required to be imparted vocational training by the principal 
employer and the cost of the training is borne by the 
contractor concerned and the engagement of the labourers 
was the job ofthe contractor and it was no way involved in 
the matter and no document has been produced by the 
workman to show that he was appointed by it and the 
contractor had appointed the workman till the completion 
of the contract and the documents filed by the workman 
show that he was appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract 
works at Murpar project, as a temporary contingent labour 
in the project and in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon 'ble Apex Court in the case of Slate of Karnataka 
Vs. Umadevi, Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish 
Jayanti (2006 (2) SC ALE 115) and many others, the workman 
is not entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service 
as he was a temporary workman. The further case of party 
no.l (a) is that it has been entering into various contracts 
with various persons and each and every contract is an 
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independent contract, which cannot be clubbed with 
each other and there was no nexus between the contract 
given to B.G.M.L, and the contract given to party no. 
I (b), as they were of having different legal entities and 
if they had engaged the same workman for doing 
separate works, the workman did not become permanent 
or entitle for regularization and there was never any 
relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the 
principles of section 25-F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment 
of wages by it to the workman and the workman is not 
entitled for any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, “no cross” order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-partc against the party no. 1 (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 1-1-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and the 
workman was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 
5-1-1997 to 28-12-20011 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no.I (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 
1(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were terminated by party 
no. 1 (b) w.e.f 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked for 
more than 240 days with the party no. 1(b), preceding his 
termination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of section 25-F of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 


521 I 


party invoking the jurisdiction ofthccourt must fail. So. in 
this case, even if the case proceeded exparlc against parlies 
no. 1 (a) and I (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted ease of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar colliery by party no. 1 (a) and IKiML engaged him 
from 1-1-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and that he 
was again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another contractor 
from 5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the 
workman that he was engaged or appointed by party no. 
1 (a). The only claim of the workman is that party no. 1 (a) 
had sent him for vocational training and he had under gone 
the training successfully. In support of such claim, the 
workman has filed the Xerox copy of the certificate granted 
in his favour for undergoing the vocational training from 
2-9-1993 to 29-9-1993. It is necessary to mention here that it 
is obligatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statutory duty of the management of the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be an employee 
of party no. 1 (a), as because, he was sent for vocational 
training by party no. 1 (a). 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement ol' 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot 
be said that the relationship of master and servant is 
created between the principal employer and the contract 
labour. Lven a combined reading of the definition of the 
terms “contract labour”, “establishment" and “workman" 
docs not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industrx is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought 
about such relationship. The word “workman” is defined 
in wide terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour 
is a species. It is true that a combined reading of the lerm.s 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct 
relationship with the principal employer as a servant of 
master. But that is true of a workman could not be correct 
of contract labour. The provisions of contract labour 
(Regulation and Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate 
creation of direct relationship of master and servant 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
It is clear from the pleadings of the workman In the 
statement of claim an6 so also from his evidence on 
affidavit that he was never employed b\ the party no. I 
(a) and he was employed by the contractors and the party 
no. I (a) was not controlling or supervising the work of 
the workman. It is the definite stand taken by workman 
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that he had been working under the contractors. It would, 
thus, in my opinion not lie in his mouth to take a 
cofntradictory and inconsistent plea that he was also the 
w<i)rkman of the principal employer. To raise such a mutually 
destructive pica is impermissible in law' and such a 
mutually destructive plea should not be allowed to be 
raised even in an industrial adjudication. Hence, it cannot 
be said that the workman^was the workman of the principal 
ernploycr. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no.l (b) is concerned, I think it 
miccssary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
I Ion ’bic Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The I ion’blc Apex court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966SC'-75 (l-lmployccs, Digawadih Colliety Vs. fheir 
wx)rkmcn) have held that: 

“Though Section 25-1' speaks ofeominuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, if the 
wiorkman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
Ilte definition of‘‘Continubus Service" need not be read 
imo Section 25-lT The fiction converts service of 240 days 
irt a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended Section 25-B 
ohiy consolidates the provisions of section 25(B) and 2(eee) 
ill one place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new provisions, however, is not dilTercnt. In fact, the 
ainendmenl of Section 25-f of the principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words "for every completed 
year of continuous service" has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25 B and the unamended 
(H. (b) of Sect ion 25-1'. No uninterrupted service is necessary' 
it the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after these, 
lihe only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made. 
The last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended Section 25-B". 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanla! Vs. M/s. Bharat Hlcctronics Ltd ), the Hon'ble 
Apex C/ourt have held that, 

"Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25- B 
(l)and(2) Continuous service Scope of sub-sections 
(1) and (2) is dilTcrcnt. (Words and phrases Continuous 
Service). 

lie fore a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-1', he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression "continuous". Both in principle and are 
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precedent it must be held that Section 25- B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period 
of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 
date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A". 

fhe Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that: 

"Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947 S.25-I-, 10 

Retrenchment compensation—Termination of services 
without payment of—Dispute referred to t ribunal Case 
of workman/workman that he had worked for 240 dsys in a 
year preceding his termination C'laim denied by 
management— Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a year -In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not sulficient evidence 
to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding 
his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the I lon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25-1' ol the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden ol such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. fhe present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had in fact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001. the workman had 
worked lot 240 days. 

12. Ivxcept his oral evidence on allldavit, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. fhus the workman 
has failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-1'' read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-1’ are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled I'or 
any relief 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHAND. Presiding Ofllccr 
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New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S. O. 2141.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 49/2006 of 
the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Nagpur 
as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute between 
the management of Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 
WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
1 - 6 - 2012 . 

[No. L-22012/364/2002-IR (CM-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J. PXHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NG P/49/2006 Date: 21 -05-2012 


Party No. 1(a) 


(b) 


i 

Party No. 2 


The Sub Area Manager, WCL 
Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) 
of WCL, Post: Khadsanghi, 
Tah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS.) 

M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, Chhindwara Road, 
Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Shri Motiram Laxman Jivtode, 
R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 
Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur 
(MS). 

AWARD 


(Dated: 21 st May, 2012) 


In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 


short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Motiram 
Laxman Jivtode, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/ 
364/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 21-03-2006, with the following 
schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 

and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 

terminating the services of Shri Motiram Laxman 

Jivtode, is legal and justified? If not, to what relief he 

is entitled ?” 

On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Motiram 
Laxman Jivtode, (“the workman” in short) and the 
management of the WCL (“Party No. 1" in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no. 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1 (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no.l (a) also engaged party no.l (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f 5-1-1997 and till parly 
no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose of 
preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.GM.L as a General 
Mazdoor on 18-08-1992 and he continued to work till 
2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by party 
no. 1 (b)w.e.f 05-01-1997continuously till 28-12-2001 and 
he is a workman/employee of party no. 1 (a) and party no. 1 
(a) is the principal employer and his appointment by both 
the contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated 
his services orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
more than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
terminating his services, mandatory provisions of Section 
25-F of the Act were not complied with and neither one 
month’s notice, nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, 
nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties 
no.l (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 
the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his 
services amounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-H 



5314 


of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
albng with other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fujlfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his 
services with many other workers were terminated and 
wpges for December 2001 was not paid to him and as party 
no. I was the principal employer and party no. 1 (b) was the 
contractor of party no. 1 (a), for each and every act of the 
pOrty no. 1 (b), the party no. 1 (a) was responsible and as 
siich, the party no.l (a) is responsible for his illegal 
tefinination. The workman has prayed for his reinstatement 
in service with continuity and full back wages, 

3. The party no.! (a) resisted the claim by tiling its 
wjritten statement. It is necessary to mention here that in 
sfiite of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case 
nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered into a contract 
with B.G.M.L. for carrying out open excavation, for 
construction of a pair of inclines and, inclined shaft 
sinking in the coal mine of Murpar Project and as per 
the terms of contract, the open excavation work was to 
bb completed within a period of 3 1/2 months and the 
irtciine shaft drivage within eight moilths and it also 
awarded another contract to party no. 1 (b) for 
construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft through 
sedimentary rocks like sand stone from seam VII to seam 
V at Murpar project of which the date of commencement 
ahd completion were 1-1-1997 and 28-02-1998 
respectively and after a gap of 15 months, another 
contract was given to party no. 1 (b) for construction of 
dfivage of incline shaft at Murpar project and the dates 
of commencement and completion of the said contract 
Were 29-05-1999 and 01-12-2001 respectively and it 
(party no. 1 (a)) was related to party no.! (b) only as per 
4e terms of contract and it was not at all responsible 
f6r providing employees to the contractors and it was 
tljie duty of the contractors to appoint the employees 
a^ per their need* It is further pleaded by the party no. I 
($) that as per the provisions of the Mines Act, every 
pferson, whether employed by the principal employer or 
the contractor, whether in a casual capacity or in 
pjermanent capacity, to work in an underground mine, is 
required to be imparted vocational training by the 
pirincipal employer and the cost of the training is borne 
by the contractor concerned and the engagement of 
the labourers was the job of the contractor and it was 
no way involved in the matter and no document has 
been produced by the workman to show that he was 
ajppointed by it and the contractor had appointed the 
workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
Appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract works at 
Murpar project, as a temporary contingent labour in 
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the project and in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of 
Karnataka Vs. IJmadevi, Union Public Service 
Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti (2006 (2) SCALE 115) 
and many others, the workman is not entitled for 
regularization or reinstatement in service as he was a 
temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. ! (a) is that it has 
been entering into various contracts with various 
persons and each and every contract is an independent 
contract, which cannot be clubbed with each other and 
there was no nexus between the contract given to 
B.G.M.L. and the contract given to party no. 1 (b), as 
they were of having different legal entities and if they 
had engaged the same workman for doing separate 
works, the workman did not become permanent or entitle 
for regularization and there was never any relationship 
of employer and employee between it and the workman 
and he was never in its employment and as such, there 
was no question of compliance of the principles of section 
25- F, 25-G or H ofthe Act, or payment of wages by it to the 
workman and the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. rhe workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11-2011, mo cross" order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. 1 (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that parly no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L,, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder ol’ coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 18-08-1992 to 2-07-1996 as a General Mazdoor and the 
workman was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 
5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1(a) 
is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were terminated by party 
no. 1(b) w.c.f, 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked for 
more than 240 days with the party no. 1(h), preceding his 
termination and before the termination ol'thc services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of Section 25- F ofthe 
Act were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation ,was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination ofthe workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. i(a) and I (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
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Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working wi^ them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-0 of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a p^ty challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. 
So, in this case, even if the case proceeded exparte against 
parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to 
discharge the burden by adducing evidence to show that 
legally he is entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.GM.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 18-08-1992 to 2-07-1996 as a General Mazdoor and 
that he was again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another - 
contractor from 5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001. 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishmerit, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
“contract labour”, “establishment” and “workman” does 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word “workman” is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) . Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of 
direct relationship of master and servant between the 
principal employer and the contract labour. It is clear from 
the pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and 
so also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1 (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. I (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman . It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory, and inconsistrat plea that 
he was also the woricman of the principal employ^'. To 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
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Huice, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, I think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

1’he Hon’ble Apex court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that:- 

“Though Section 25- F speaks oI'continuous service 
for not I^Tss than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of "Continuous Service" need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of 
240 days in a period of twelve calendar months into 
continuous service for one complete year. The amended 
Section 25- B only consolidates the provisions of Section 
25(B) and 2(eee) in one place, adding some other matters. 
The purport of the new provisions, however, is not different. 
In fact, the amendment of Section 25-F of the principal Act 
by substituting in clause (b) the words “for every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25 B and the unamended 
Cl, (b) of Section 25-F, No uninterruplcd service is necessary 
it the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after these. 
The only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made. 
The last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended Section 25- \Y\ 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon’ble 
Apex Court have held that, “Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 
1947). Section 25- B (I) and (2)- Continuous service-Scope 
of sub-sections (I) and (Z) is different, (words and 
phrases-Continuous Service), 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he has to 
show that he has been in continuous service for not less 
than one year under that employer, who has retrenched 
him from service. Section 25-B as the dictionary clause for 
the expression “continuous”. Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that Section 25- B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period 
of 240 days within the period of 12 cafendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 
date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be 
deemed to be in continuous service for aj^ibd of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A". 


2081 GI/12—25 



THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JUNE 23, 20I2/ASADHA 2, 1934 [Paki II - Srx. 3(!i)| 


The 1 Ion ’Me Apex Cotirt in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that : 

‘‘Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947- S. 25-F, 

:i 0-Retrenchment compensation —Termination of services 
kvithout payment of—Dispute referred to Tribunal-Case of 
workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
■year preceding his termination^—Claim denied by 

imanagement.Onus lies upon workman to show that he 

ihad in fact worked for 240 days in a year—In absence of 
iproof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence 
ho prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding 
|his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
!the Flon'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
ithat for applicability of Section 25- F of the Act, it is 
: necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
! in preceding 12 calendar months co’mmencing and counting 
I backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
: proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 

i Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out of the 
, workman has been able to prove that he had in fact worked 
at least for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. 

■ According to the workman, his services were orally 
‘ terminated on 29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that 
in the preceding twelve calendar months of29-12-2001, the 
i workman had worked for 240 days. 

13. F'xcept his oral evidence on affidavit, the 
i workman has not produced any other evidence in 
i support of his claim that he had actually worked for 240 
; days in the preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. Thus 
i the workman has failed to discharge the burden which 
: was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
! qualification prescribed in Section 25F read with Section 
I 25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F are not 
' applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
: any relief 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
! workman is not entitled to any relief 

J.P. CHAND, Presiding, Officer 
I 2012 
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New Delhi, the 1 st June, 2012 

S.O. 2142.—In pursuance ol Section 17 ol the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 44/ 
2006 of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) 
of WCL, WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
1 - 6 - 2012 . 

RAMESl 1 SlNGl 1, Desk Ofllccr 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRl J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGIT/NGP/44/2006 Date; 21 -05-2012. 

Party No. 1(a); The Sub Area Manager, WCL Murpar 
Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 

Post: Khadsanghi, fah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b); M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, Chhindwara Road, 

Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2 Shri Maroti Dharamj i Dodke, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Di.sU.Chandrapur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated: 21 st May. 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2{A) ol Section 10 ol 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Maroti 
Dharamji Dodke, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-22012/351/2002-1R(CM-11) dated 21-03-2006. with the 
following schedule:— 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in tenninaiing 
the services of Shri Maroti Dharamji Dodke, is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief he is entitled/'” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
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statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Marotf 
Dharamji Dodke, (“the workman” in short) and the 
management of the WCL (“Party No.l” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd, Murpar Project” 
and the same is under, the control and supervision of party 
no. 1 (a) i,c, Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. I (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f. 
05-01-1997 and till party no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 

I (a) for the purpose of preparing the underground roads 
for functioning of the said coal mine and he was engaged 
by B.G M.l.as a Driller on 11 -09-1992 and he continued to 
work ti 11 02-07-1996 and thereafter, his services w6re utilized 
by party.no. I (b) w.e.f. 05-01-1997 continuously till 
28-12-2001 and party no. 1 (a) sent him for vocational training 
from time to time and he had undergone the said training 
successfully and he is a workman/employee of party no, 1 
(a) and party no. I (a) is the principal employer and his 
appointment by both the contractors was oral and the party 
no. 1 (b) terminated his services orally w.e.f. 29-12-2001 
and he had worked for more than 240 days preceding to his 
termination and while terminating his services, mandatory 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not complied 
with and neither one month's notice, nor one month’s wages 
in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment compensation was paid 
to him by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) and as such, termination 
of his services is illegal and though at the time of his 
termination, more than 700 workers were working with 
parties no. I (a) and (b), they did not prepare and publish 
final seniority list of all the workers including himself, at 
least seven days prior to the termination, as provided under 
Rule 77 of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and 
there was no compliance of Section 25-G of the Act and 
the termination of his services amounted to retrenchment 
and at the time of his retrenchment, plenty of work was 
available and now also, plenty of work is available with 
parties no.. I (a) and (b), but they did not re-employ him in 
violation of Section 25-H ofthe Act. It is further pleaded by 
the workman that he alongwith other workers had 
submitted charter of various demand to the parties no. I (a) 
and I (b), but they did not fulfill the same and for that a 
dispute was pending before the ALC (C) Chandrapur and 
for the said reason, his services with many other workers 
were terminated and wages for December 2001 was not 
paid to him and as party no. 1 was the principal employer 
aitd party no. 1 (b) was the contractor of party no. 1 (a), for 
each and every act of the party no. I (b), the party no. 1 (a) 
was responsible and as such, the party no. 1 (a) is 
responsible for his Illegal termination. Ihe workman has 
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prayed for his reinstatement in service with continuity and 
full back wages. 

3. The party no. I (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite 
of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with 
B.GM.L. for carrying out open excavation, for construction 
of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 3'/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to party 
no.l (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft 
ftirough sedimentary' rocks like sand stone from seam VII 
* to seam V at Murpar project of which the date ol 
commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 and 
28-2-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to parly no. I (b) lor 
construction of drivage of incline shall at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01 -12-3001 respectively 
and it [party no. 1(a)] was related to party no. 1(b) only as 
per the terms of contract and it was not at ail responsible 
for providing employees to the contraetors and it was the 
duly of the contractors, to appoint the employees as per 
their need. It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as 
per the provisions ofthe Mines Act. every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
ofthe training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had 
appointed the workman till the comp let itm ol the contract 
and the documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view' of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka 
Vs. Umadevi, Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish 
Jayanti 12006 (2) SCALK 115] and many others, the workman 
is not entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service 
as he was a temporary workman. 

I'hc further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.G.M.I.. and the contract 
given to parly no. 1 (b), as they were of having different 
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legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
f)ermanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
|my relationship of employer and employee between it and 
jhe workman and he was never in its employment and as 
fuch, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
j)f Section 25'F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
i)y it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
|iny relief 

; 4. The workman besides placing reliance on 

documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
|n support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
s nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
ross-examine the workman, on 8-11-2011, ‘‘no cross’" order 
jvas passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
fasc ex-partc against the party no. 1(a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 (a) had 
^ngaged M/s. ITG.M.L, a registered company and a 
(jovernmcnl of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
f/oai Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
)996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
|fom 11 -09-1992 to 02-07-1996 as a Driller and the workman 
ijvas again appointed by party no. I (b) from 05-01-1997 to 
^8-12-2001 and the workman was sent for vocational 
Braining by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the workman was 
tjhe employee of party no. I and party no. 1(a) is the 
rincipai employer and the appointment of the workman 
y both the contractors was oral appointment and the 
ijcrvices of the workman were terminated by party no. 1 
(jb) w.c.f 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked for 
i^ore than 240 days with the party no. 1 (b), preceding his 
tjermination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of 
t^c Act were not complied with and neither one month's 
ijotice. nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor 
tlctrcnchnient compensation was given to the workman 
tlnd as such, the termination of the workman is illegal and 
^jiich termination amounts to retrenchment and party 
i|o.l(a)and I (b) did not prepare and publish the seniority 
l^st as required under Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes 
(jCenlral) Rules. 1957, even though more than 700 workers 
\^ere working with them in various category and as such, 
there was violation of the provisions of Section 25-G of 
t|ic Act and therefore, the workman is entitled to 
rjeinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
\|/ages. 

; 6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 

1 :gality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
i legality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
fjarly invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in 
tjiis case, even if the case proceeded cxpaite against parties 
Ip. 1 (a)and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 


burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled, for the reliefs claimed by him, 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.1,., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and I3GML engaged him 
from 11 -09-1992 to 02-07-1996 as a Driller and that he was 
again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another contractor from 
05-01 -1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the workman 
that he was engaged or appointed by party no. I (a), fhe 
only claim of the workman is that paily no. 1 (a) had sent 
him for vocational training and he had under gone the 
training successfully. In support of such claim, the workman 
has filed the Xerox copy of the ccrtillcate granted in his 
favour for undergoing the vocational training from 
02-09-1993 to 29-09-1993. It is neccssaiy to mention here 
that it is obligatory to undergo vocational training for any 
person, who works underground in a coal mine in any 
capacity and it is the statutory duty of the management of 
the coal mine to arrange for such vocational training as per 
the Mines Act and the workman caniu)t be deemed to be 
an employee of party no. I (a), as because, he was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a). 

8. It is well settled that by virtue tif engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the dc Unit ion of the terms 
“contract labour”, “establishment” and ’“workman" does 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought 
about such relationship, The word "wt>rkman'’ is defined 
in wide terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour 
is a species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
"establishment" and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
Is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act. 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. I (a) and he was employ ed by 
the contractors and the party no.l (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the dellnite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal cinployer. lo 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
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allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the 
workman of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. I (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon ’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The I Ion 'ble Apex court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Collieiy Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that; - 

'Though Section 25.-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of “Continuous Service” need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of 240 
days in a period of twelve calendar months into 
continuous service for one complete year. The amended 
Section 25-R only consolidates the provisions of Section 
25(B) and 2(ccc) In one place, adding some other matters. 
The purport of the new provisions, however, is not 
different. In fact, the amendment of Section 25-F ofthe 
principal Act by substituting in clause (b) the words "for 
every completed year of continuous service" has removed 
a discordance between the unamended Section 25 B and 
the unamended Cl. (b) of Section 25-F'. No uninterrupted 
service is necessary it the total service is 240 days in a 
period of twelve calendar months cither before-the several 
changes or after these. The only change in the Act is that 
this service must be during a period of twelve calendar 
months preceding the date with reference to which 
calculation has to be made, fhe last amendment has now 
removed a vagueness which existed in the unamended 
Section 25-B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat l-lectronics Ltd.), the llon’bic 
Apex Court have hpld that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25-B 
(1) and (2)- Continuous servicc-Scope of sub-sections (I) 
and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Continuous 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not In consonance with Section 25-F, he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year dnder that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25-B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression "continuous". Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to in employment fora period 
of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period of240 
days within the period of 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant date, i.c. the 


date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be deemed to be 
in continuous service for a period of one year for the 
purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A”. 

The Hon ’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/ s. Essen Deinay Vs. RajeeV Kumar) 
has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947- S.25-F, 
lO-Retrenchment compensation—I'enni nation of services 
without payment of Dispute referred to Tribunal Case of 
workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination- Claim denied by 
management-Onus lies upon workman to show that he had 
in fact worked for 240 days in a year. In absence of proof of 
receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence to prove 
that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the I Ion 'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applifcabillty of Section 25-1- of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
I Ion 'ble Apex Court and it is to be found out ifthe workman 
has been able to prove that he had in fact worked at lea.st 
for 240 days in a year preceding his tennination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-200!. So, it is necessary to prove that in the 
preceding twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001. the 
workman had worked for 240 day.s. 

12. Except his oral evidence on a(1 Idavit. the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. I hus the workman 
has (ailed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 
As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualideation prescribed in Section 2.^-F read with Section 
25-B ofthe Act, the provisions of Section 25-1' are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

fhe reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, PresidingOftlcer 
^ 1 201.2 

^.3fT. 2143.—. ] 947 

(1947 I4) ^ mi I7 ^ ft'. 

^ ft'" -ft' mrhH 
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New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S. O. 2143. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
(tjovemment hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. (201/ 
2002) ofthe Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
NAGPUR as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
^ispute between the management of New Majri U/G Sub 
^rea of WCL and their workmen, received by the Central 
Govemmenlon 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-22012/227/200MR(CM-l!)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officet* 
ANNEXURE 

i BEFORE SHRI J. P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
COITCUM-LABOURCOURX NAGPUR 

lease No. CGIT/NG P/201/2002 Date: 17-05-2012 

i . ■ 

iPartyNo. 1 : The Sub Area Manager, 

! New Majri U/G Sub Area of WCL, 

; Post: Shivj inagar, 

Chandrapur (M.S.) 

V/s. 

1 Party No. 2 Smt. Gattu Mallu, 

At-New Mjyri Colliery Dafai 
No. 2 Post Shivjinagar 
Chandrapur 

AWARD 

: (Dated: 17thMay,2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) ol 
i sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 ol 
• Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act in 
' short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
! dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
^ management of New Majri U/G Sub Area of WCL and 
their workman, Smt. Gattu Mallu, for adjudication, to CGIT- 
I cum-Labour Court, Nagpur as per letter No. L-22012/227/ 

I 2001-IR (CM-11) dated 6-9-2002, with the following 
I schedule : 

^‘Whether the action of the management in relation to 
New Majri Cblljery Mine no. 2 New' Majri U/G Sub Area 
of WCL in term mating the services of Smt, Gattu Mallu, 
i General Mazdow vide order No. WC1 ,/N MC-3/MG/ 
PER/1866/96 dated 20-08-96 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled ?" 


2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement, in response to which, the workman, Smt. Gattu 
Mallu, (“the workman” in short) filed the statement of claim 
and the management of the WCL. New Majri Area 
(“Party No. I” in short) filed its written statement. 

3. fhe case of the workman is that vide order dated 
23-10-1989, she was appointed as a clay cartridge Mazdoor 
in New Majri colliery no. 3 on compas.sionate ground and 
was kept under probation for a period of one year and she 
knew only felgu language and was not able to understand 
Hindi language and she completed vocational training from 
3-1-1990 to 24-01-1990 and as she was ill, she could not 
able to attend her duties and was treated b\ various doctors, 
but as she was an illiterate lady, she did not obtain an\ 
certificate from the concerned doctors and due to her 
continuous illness, as she could not able to attend her 
duties, a charge sheet was issued again.st her on 
1 54.1996, on the allegation of absenteeism and she denied 
the charges leveled against her and also mentioned that 
she did not remain absent intentionally and one Shri 
Deshpande was appointed as the l/nquiry Officer bs the 
management and the enquiry was conducted on 
09-05-1996 and she was represented b\ her co-worker in 
the departmental enquiry and before the [•.nquiry Offlcci 
she admitted that she being an illiterate lady had no 
knowledge regarding submission of application for medical 
leave, but the enquiry officer failed to give her reasonable 
opportunity or to guide her to submit the medical ccrtilicales 
and other documents in connection with her treatment tor 
illness and therefore, the findings recorded by the enquiry 
officer arc illegal and perverse and ultimately she was 
terminated from service vide order dated 22-08-1996 It is 
further pleaded by the workman that she tiled the medical 
treatment card of colliery hospital during the enquiry, which 
clearly shows that she was absent for sufficient cause and 
therefore, termination of her service is illegal and against 
the principles of natural justice and the misconduct of 
absenteeism is a minor and technical misconduct and as 
such, the punishment of dismissal from service imposed 
against her is disproportionate, fhe wxirkman has prayed 
for her reinstatement in service with continuity and full 
back wages. 

4. fhe party no. 1 in its written statement has 
pleaded intcr-alia that the workman was appointed as a 
mazdoor in New Majri U/G mine no. 3 and not in Mine m>. 
2 as mentioned in the schedule of reference and the workman 
started absenting from duty unauthorisedly. without any 
sanctioned leave and without any intimation to the 
management, with clfcct from 1 -4-1994 and as she reinaincrl 
absent for a too long period and there was no intimation 
from her about her ^whereabouts and the reason ol her 
absence, charge sheet dated 16-4-1996 was submitted 
against her under the relevant provisions of the standing 
orders and the charge sheet was sent to her in her local as 
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well as home address, as declared by her in the service 
records and she was asked to submit her explanation within 
72 hours of the receipt of the charge sheet, but the woricman 
did not submit any explanation to the charges leveled 
against her within the stiupulated time and therefore, it 
was decided to get the charges enquired into, through a 
departmental enquiry and accordingly, vide order dated 
29-4-1996, Shri P.S. Despande was appointed as the Enquiry 
Officer and the workman was advised by the letter of the 
enquiry officer to attend the enquiry on the date, time and 
place as fixed by him and the enquiiy was fixed to 9-5-1996 
and the workman attended the enquiry on 9-5-1996 along 
with her co-worker and the enquiry officer read over and 
explained the charges to the workman and the workman 
did not admit the charges and thereafter, the procedure of 
the enquiry was explained to the parties by the enquiry 
officer and then, the management representative was asked 
to present his case and the management representative 
produced the documents and gave his statement regarding 
the unauthorized absence of the workman and though the 
workman was given opportunity to put question to the 
management representative, no question was put to him 
and the workman in her own statement gave out that she 
did not attend her duty due to sickness and initially, she 
was treated at the company’s hospital and as she was not 
cured, she was treated by the private doctors and she also 
filed the prescription given by the doctor of the company 
and she was cross-examined by the management 
representative and the enquiry officer submitted his report 
to the manager, holding the workman guilty of the chaige 
and considering the seriousness of the charges proved 
against her in a fair and proper enquiry, her services, were 
terminated by the colliery manager, vide order dated 23-08- 
1996 with the approval of the competent authority and the 
departmental enquiry held against the workman was fair 
and proper and the worionan fully participated in the enquiry 
and reasonable opportunity was given to her to defend 
herself and in her cross-examination, she admitted that 
except the prescription given by the company’s hospital, 
she had no other document to file and the findings are not 
perverse and the punishment is proportionate to the' 
seriousness of charges proved against her and the workman 
is not entitled for any relief. 

5. It is necessary to mention here that after filing of 
written statement by the management, the workman did 
not appear in the case and the case proceeded ex-parte 
against her. 

6. As this is a case of termination of the services of 
the workman, after holding a departmental enquiry, the 
validity of the departmental enquiry was taken for 
consideration as a preliminary issue and as per order dated 
28-09-2011, the enquiry was held to be legal, proper and in 
accordance with the principles of natural Justice. 

7. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 


learned advocate for the Party No. 1 ihai perversih ofihe 
report has not been challenged by ihc workman in tlic 
statement of claim and in the eyes of law, perversity has ti) 
be pleaded and proved and the Ivnquiiy Officer has based 
his findings on the evidence led before him duriiii* the 
enquiry and the workman remained absent from duty foi 
more than two years continuously, without any sanctioned 
leave which is a grave misconduct and such grave 
misconduct has been proved against her in a properl) 
conducted enquiry and the punishment of termination of 
her services is not shockingly disproportionate and 
therefore, there is no scope to interfere w ith the punishment. 

In support of such contentions, the learned advocate 
for the Party No. 1 placed reliance on the decisions reported 
in AIR 1972-2182 (The Benares Electrical and Power Supply 
Ltd. Vs. Labour Court II, Lucknow), 2001 LAB.I.C. 
2367(Syed Rahimuddin Vs. Director (jcncral C.S.I.R.), 2003 
LAB.I.C. 757(Regional Manager, IJ.P.S.R. T.C., Etawah Vs. 
Hotilal) and 2008 LAB. I.C. 415(M/s. 1. &T, Komatsu I .td. 
Vs. M. Udaykumar). 

8. Perused the record. The Enquiiy Officer has based 
his findings on the materials on record of the enquiry and 
he has assigned cogent reasons in support of his findings 
and the findings o.f the Enquiry Olficcr cannot be held to 
be findings based on no evidence, llencc. the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer cannot be said to be perverse. 

9. So far the proportionality of the punishment is 
concerned, grave misconduct of unauthorized absenteeism 
has been proved against the workman in a properly 
conducted departmental enquiry. Applying the principles 
enunciated by the Han’ble Apex Caurt in the decisions 
cited by the learned advocate for the Party No. 1 as 
mentioned above, to the present case in hand, it is found 
that the punishment is not shockingly disproportionate. 
Hence, there is no scope to interfere with the punishment. 
Hence, it is ordered : 

ORDER 

The action of the management in relation to New 
Majri Colliery Mine no. 2 NewMajri U / G SubAreaof WCL 
in terminating the services of Smt. (jaitu Mallu, General 
Mazdoor vide order No. WCL/NMC-3 MG/PER/1866/96 
dated 20-08-96 is legal and justified. The workman is not 
entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHANl). Presiding Olficcr 
I 2012 
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I New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S- O. 2144. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Injdustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Ghvemmenl hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 42/ 
2{|o4) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Ljibour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
inidustrial dispute between the management of Western 
c[)al fields I .td., and their workmen, received by the Central 
G|ovemmenton 1-6-2012. 

i [No. L-22012/207/2003-lR (CM-11)] 

RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

annexurf: 

i^ekorf: Slim j. p.chand, presiding officer, 

ajri^UM-LABOURCOURi; NAGPUR 

(jase No. CGIT/NG P/42/2004 Date: 11 -05-2012 

I’jarty No. 1 : fhe Chief General Manager, Western 

‘ Coalfields Limited, Pench Area, Post:— 

Paras ia, Distt. Chhindwara, M P 

Versus 

l^arty No. 2 The General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor 
Sangh (INTUC), Post: Chandametta, 
j Distt. Chhindwara, M P 

AWARD 

(Dated: 11 th May, 2012) 

I In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 

( f sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
1 ndustrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
slhort). the ('cnlral Government has referred the industrial 
tjisputc between the employers, in relation to the 
ijianagcment of WCL Pench Area and their workman, 
ihri Mehiab, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/ 
io7/2003-lR (CM-li) dated 24-3-2004, with the schedule 
ih Hindi Language, the English Version of which is as 
ijollows; 

“Whether the action of Chief General Manager, 
Western Colalfield Limited, Pench Area, Post; Parasia, 
j Distt. Chhindwara, M.P. in terminating the services 
of Shri Mchtab, general mazdoor, Mahadeo Colliery, 

, w.e.f 16-08-2000 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
re! icf the workman is entitled? 


2012/ASADHA 2, 1934 I Part II— Sec. 3(ii)J 

2. Being noticed, the union, Rashtriya Koyla Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh (“the union” in short) filed the statement 
of claim on behalf of the workman, Shri Mehtab (“the 
workman” in short) and the management of WCL Pench 
Area (“Party no. 1” in short) filed the written statement. 

The case of the workman as presented by the union 
in the statement of claim is that the workman as working as 
a general mazdoor at Mahadeopuri colliery and he could 
not attend his duties for the period from 09-04-99 to 
30-03-2000, due to his physical sickness and during the 
said period, he was undergoing treatment in the government 
hospital, Chhindwara and after being declared fit, he joined 
duties and submitted the medical certificate in support of 
his illness and he was allowed to join duties, but all of a 
sudden, he was served with a charge sheet dated 
28-03-2000 and one Shri S.N. Verma was appointed as the 
enquiry officer to enquire into the charges leveled against 
him in the charge sheet and Shri Verma submitted his 
findings on 20-06-2000, holding the charges to have been 
proved against him and on the basis of the report submitted 
by the linquiry Officer, the Disciplinary Authority by order 
dated 16-08-2000, awarded the punishment of termination 
of the services of the workman and as such, his services 
were terminated w.e.f 16-08-2000. The further case of the 
workman as present by the union is that the workman 
was an illiterate person and he did not know about the 
procedure of the departmental enquiry and. on perusal of 
the proceedings of the enquiry, it could be found that the 
entire departmental enquiry was just a formality and the 
management was predetermined to terminate his services 
and the findings of the enquiry officer are perverse and the 
Disciplinary Authority also did not bother to see that the 
findings were prima-facie perverse and imposed the 
punishment, mechanically and therefore, the same is liable 
to be set aside and in the enquiry, though he produced the 
medical certificate, the enquiry officer did not consider the 
same and completed the formality and declared the charges 
to have been proved and the enquii-y officer did not give 
any cogent reason in support of his conclusions and no 
show cause notice was given to him, before passing of the 
impugned punishment and the opportunity of personal 
hearing was also not given to him by the Disciplinary 
Authority and there was violation of principles of natural 
justice and as such, the enquiry was illegal and not proper. 

3. The party no. 1 in its written statement has pleaded 
inter- alia that the workman was a habitual absentee and he 
used to remain absent from duty unauthorisedly, without 
intimation or permission or sanctioned leave and he was 
given ample opportunities to improve his conduct, but he 
did not show any interest in his duties and reported for 
duties according to his wish and desire, considering ihe 
concession shown to him as a weakness of the management 
and he attended duties only for 118 days, 87 days, and 36 
days in 1997, 98 and 1999 respectively and he was issued 
with warnings in the past for his unauthorized absenteeism. 
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It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 that the workman 
absented from duty unauthorisedly and without any 
intimation, permission or sanctioned leave from 09-04-1999 
and accordingly, he was issued with the charge sheet dated 
28-03-2000, under clause 26.30 of the Standing Orders and 
the workman submitted his reply to the charge sheet and 
he was permitted to resume duties vide order no. 301 dated 
28-03-2000, pending disciplinary action and as the reply of 
the workman was found to be unsatisfactory, it was decided 
to conduct a departmental enquiry and accordingly 
Shri S. N. Vcrma was appointed as the Enquiry Officer and 
Shri A. Dutt was appointed as the management 
representative and the enquiry was held on different dates 
and the workman and his co-worker, Shri Prem Singh 
participated in the enquiry throughout and both the parties 
were given opportunities to lead evidence, cross-examine 
the witnesses of each other and both the parties availed 
full opportunity by leading oral and documentary evidence 
and the proceedings of the enquiry were signed by the 
workman and his co-worker, besides the enquiry officer 
and management representative and the enquiry officer 
submitted his report holding the workman guilty of the 
charges and the Disciplinary Authority examined the report 
of the enquiry officer with reference to the relevant 
documents on record and being satisfied about the 
correctness of the conclusions drawn by the enquiry officer, 
agreed with his findings and show cause notice was issued 
to the workman vide letter no. 2191 dated 28-07-2000, along 
with the copy of the enquiry report and as no satisfactory 
reply was received from the workman, his services were 
terminated by the Disciplinary Authority vide order 
no. 2227 dated 16-08-2000 and the enquiry held against the 
workman is legal, proper and justified and the enquiry was 
conducted by following the principles of natural justice 
and the findings are not perverse. 

4. As this is a case of termination of the workman 
from services, after holding a departmental enquiry, the 
validity of the departmental enquiry was taken as a 
preliminary issue for consideration and as per order dated 
02-08-2011, the departmental enquiry conducted against 
the workman was held to be legal, proper and in accordance 
with the principles of natural justice. 

5. At the lime of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that the findings of the 
enquiry officer are perverse and disciplinary authority also 
did not bother to see that findings of the enquiry officer 
are prima-facie perverse and went on passing the order of 
termination and the absence of the workman from duty 
was on the ground of his sickness and for the reasons 
beyond his control and he took proper treatment from the 
Government hospital, as the treatment in the company's 
hospital was not proper and was very poor and the 
workman produced the medical certificate in support of his 
illness in the enquiry, but the enquiry officer did not 
consider the reasons of absence of the workman and no 


cogent reasons have been assigned by the enquiry officer 
for coming to the conclusions in the findings and as such, 
the findings are perverse and ought not to have been relied, 
for the purpose of awarding punishment of termination 
and before awarding the punishment, no show cause notice 
was given to the workman the opportunity of personal 
hearing was also not given and the impugned order have 
been passed without following the principles of natural 
justice and for that, the order impugned is liable to be set 
aside and punishment imposed against the workman is 
shockingly disproportionate to the alleged charges leveled 
against him and as such, the workman is entitled for 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back wages 
and other consequential benefits. 

6. Per contra, it was submitted by the learned 
advocate for the party no. 1 that as per order dated 
02-08-2011, the enquiry conducted against the workman 
has already been held to be proper, valid and in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and 
neither the findings of the enquiry ofilcer arc perverse nor 
the punishment imposed against the workman is shockingly 
disproportionate and had the workman been really sick, 
then he would have reported to the medical officer of the 
company and availed the free medical treatment as provided 
by the Coal Industry to its employees and even otherwise 
also, it is mandatory for the workman to report sick to the 
medical officer for availing sick leave and the workman 
neither reported sick to the medical ofiiccr nor availed 
treatment from the colliery hospital nor gave any 
infomiation of his sickness to the management and the 
findings of the enquiry officer are very specific and llu 
same arc based on the evidence adduced in the enquiry 
and reasons have been assigned for arriving at the 
conclusions and the punishment of termination imposed 
against the workman cannot be said to be shockingly 
disproportionate to the proved grave misconduct, in a 
properly conducted departmental enquiry. It was also 
submitted that the workman was issued with a show cause 
notice vide letter no. 2191 dated 28-07-2000 alongwilh a 
copy of the enquiry report and as no satisfactory reply 
was received from the workman, the competent authority 
decided to impose the punishment of termination from 
services against the workman and there is no provision in 
the Certified Standing Orders to give the scope of personal 
hearing to the workman-before imposing the punishment 
and the workman is not entitled to any relief. 

7. It is well settled that the strict rules of lividencc 
Act arc not applicable to departmental enquiry and such 
enquiry is bound by fair play and natural justice and only 
total absence, but not sufficiency of evidence can be taken 
as a ground for interference by court and in a case, where 
there is no defect in procedure in the course of a domestic 
enquiry into the charges for misconduct against an 
employee, the I’ribunal can interfere with an order only, 
where the findings are perverse or where there is no prima- 
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facMc case and in such a case, the Tribunal does not sit as 


a c(iuil of appeal, weighing or re-appreciating the evidence 
itself, but only examines the findings of the enquir, officer 
on the evidence in the domestic enquiry as it is. 

I , 8. Judging with the touch stone of the settled 

principles as mentioned above to the present case at hand, 
it is found from the materials on record that this is not a 
case of no evidence and that the findings of the enquiry 
ol'llicer arc based on the evidence adduced in the 
dejiartmental enquiry and the enquiry officer has analyzed 
thcievidence in a rational and logical manner and cogent 
reasons have been assigned for not accepting the evidence 
adduced by (he workman in support of his illness and 
tielitmeni. 

fhe workman has admitted that he was absent from 
dut>' from 09-04-1999 to 13-03-2000. However, his plea for 
such absence was that he was ill during that period and 
wii^. under irealment at Government hospital. Chhiridwara. 
In support of his plea, the workman had produced Xerox 
copies of medical certificates alleged to be issued by the 
Asjst. Surgeon of the .said hospital. On perusal of the said 
cebiUcates. it is found that nothing has been mentioned in 
the certificates as to whether the workman was treated as 
aivoiitdoor or indoor patient in the hospital. The certificate 
regarding "taking of 8 months time for restoi ation ot the 
hciilth of the workman w'.c.f 13-07-1999’' has not been 
signed by ti'.e doctor. It appears that the said ccrliticale is 
not a genuine certillcate. Such finding finds support from 
thii- certificate of fitness filed by the workman which w'as 
issued on 19-07-1999 (as found from the date given below' 
the siunalure of the doctor even though the date 
pq-OV-l 999 has been mentioned against the column "Date". 
According to the said certificate the workman was found 
fit!io join duty w.e.f 19-07-1999. II the workman was found 
lit; for resuming duty w.e.f, 19-07-1999; there was no 
qijcstion of issuing another ccilificate by the same doctor 
ihfit about eight months lime was required for tecovery of 
tilt'worktnan w.e.f 13-07-1999. In view ol the laets ol filing 
oltsuspicious documents by the workman in support of his 
illiiess and treatment and his not intimating the medical 
officer of the company's hospital regarding his illness and 
ru)t availing free treatment in the company's hospital, it 
c:)nnot be said that the workman was prevented by 
siil'ficient cause for not attending duly. 

On perusal of the evidence adduced in the 
di?partmcnta! enquiry, it is found that it is also not a case 
where no reasonable person can arrive at a conclusion of 
miiiii made out against the workman. I Icncc, the findings of 
the enquiry officer cannot be said to be perverse. 

9. It is also found from record that the workman was 
supplied with the copy of the enquiry report as per letter 
diited 28-()7-2()0(), under the provision of the Standing 
Orders. 
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10. So far the proportionality of the punishment is 
concerned, grave misconduct of unauthorized absence from 
duty has been proved against the workman in a properly 
conducted departmental enquiry. The punishment imposed 
against the workman cannot said to be shockingly 
disproportionate. Hence, there is no scope to interfere with 
the punishment imposed against the workman. Hence it is 
ordered: 

ORDER 

The action of Chief General Manager, Western 
Colalfield limited, Pench Area, Post; Parasia, Distt. 
Chhindwara M.P. in terminating the .services of Shri 
Mehtab, general mazdoor, Mahadeo Colliery, w. e. f 
16-08-2000 is legal and Justified. The workman is not entitled 
to any relief 

J. P.CHANI), PresidingOmccr 
‘ 4 ^ 1 2012 

W.37T. 2145.— 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 1 st June, 2012 

S. O. 2145. —In pursuance of Section 17 of ihe 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the C.'cniral 
Government hereby publishes the Award (KeJ'. No. .S8 2006) 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus, fribunal-cum-l.ahour (’ourt. 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexurc, in the induslrial dispute 
between the management of Mui-par Project of(Umrer Area) 
of WC'IWC'i. C'ontractor, Singhnagar, I )ahcgaon. and their 
w'orkmen. received by the Central (tovernmcnl on 
014)6-2012. 

INo. I.-22{)12'.394'2002-IR(CM-1I)| 
RAMESl 1 SINGII. Desk Onicer 
ANNEXLRE 

BEFORE SIIRI J. P. CMAND, PRKSIDINCJ OFFIC ER, 
CC;iT-ClJ M-1 .ABOIJ R COl) K1, 

NA(;i»UR 

c:asc No.C:(;n7NC;iV58/2006 Date: 2 1 -5-2012 

Parly No, 1 (a): fhe Sub Area Manager, WC’I. 

Murpar Project of(l Imrer Area) ol WCl 
I’ost: Khadsanghi, fah -C'himur. 
Distt. C'handrapur(MS). 
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(b): M/s, Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, Chhindwara Road, 

Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

VERSUS 

Party No. 2 : Shri Ganpat Bapurao Rajurkar, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated :21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) arid sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Ganpat 
Bapurao Rajurkar, for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-22012/394/2002-1R (CM-II) dated 21 -03-2006, with the 
following schedule : — 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Ganpat Bapurao 
Rajurkar, is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
he is entitled ?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file dieir respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Ganpat 
Bapurao Rajurkar, (“the workman” in short) and the 
management of the WCL (“Party No. 1 ” in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no, 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1 (a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
<inderground road up to the border of coal for the said coal 
mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 to 
1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f. 05-01-1997 and till 
party no. I (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose 
of preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.G.M.L as a General 
Mazdoor on 10-06-1993 and he continued to work till 
02-07-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by party 
no. 1 (b) w.e.f. 01-01-1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and 
he is a workman/employee of party no. I (a) and party no. 

1 (a) is the principal employer and his appointment by both 
the contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated 
his services orally w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and he had worked for 
more than 240 days preceding to his termination and while 
terminating his services, mandatory provisions of Section 


25-1' of the Act were not complied with and neither one 
month's notice, nor one month's wages in lieu of notice, 
nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him by parties 
no. I (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his services is 
illegal and though at the time of his termination, more than 
700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and . (b), 
they did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all 
the workers including himself, at least seven days prior to 
the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliance 
of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination bf his 
services amounted to retrenchment and at the time of hN 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. I (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 25-11 
of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that he 
alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1(b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the AI.C (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were tenninated and wagc.s for 
December, 2001 was not paid to him and as party np. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. 1(b) was the contractor 
of party no. I (a), for each and every act of the party no. I 
(b), the party no. 1 (a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal tennination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. 'I’he party no. I (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that in spite 
of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the ease nor 
contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. i (a) has 
pleaded Inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with 
B.G.M.I.. for carrying out open excavation, !br construction 
pf a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 3‘/2 months and the incline shaft drivage within 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to party 
no. 1 (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline 
shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from scam 
VII to seam V at Murpar project of which the date of 
commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 and 
28-02-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to parly no. 1(b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01 -! 2-2001 respectively 
and it (party no. 1 (a)) was related to party no. 1 (b) only as 
per the terms of contract and it was not at ail responsible 
for providing employees to the contracKJi s and it was the 
duty of the contractors to appoint the employees as per 
their need. It is further pleaded by the partv no. I (a) that as 
per the provisions of the Mines Act, cverv person, whether 
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einployed by ihe principal employer or the contractor, 
Whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
vyork in an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
ojf the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagemertt of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. I (b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon’ble 
Apex Court in the case of State of Kamatak Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 
{12) SCALE 115] and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service as he 
was a temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.G.M.L. and the contract 
given to party no. I (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
ithe workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of section 25-F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
’in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
I as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 08-11 -2011, “no cross order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. 1 (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 10-06-1993 to 02-07-1996 as a General Mazdoor and 
the workman was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 
01-01-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1 
(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were terminated by party 


no. 1(b) w.c.f 29-12-2001 and the workman had worked lor 
more than 240 days with the party no, 1(b). preceding his 
termination and before the termination ot the services ol 
the workman, mandatory provisions ol section 25- !■ of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month s notice, 
nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. i (a) and 1 (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation ol the 
provisions of section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the Burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in 
this case, even if the case proceeded exparte against 
parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to 
discharge the burden by adducing evidence to show that 
legally he is entitled for the l eliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L.. who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground ot 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 

from 10-06-1993 to02-07-1996asaGcncralMazdoorand 
that he was again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another 
contractor from 01-01-1997 to 28-1 2-200 1 . 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the definition of the tenns 
“contract labour”, “establishment” and “workman” docs 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word “workman" is defined in 
wide terms. It is a generic'term of which contract labour is 
a species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
“establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be coirect ol contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. I (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1 (a) was not controlling 
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or supervising the work of the workman. It is tfie definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
moud) to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. To 
raise such a mutually destnictive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no.l (b) is concerned, I think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of die case. 

The Hon ’ble Apex Court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that:— 

“Though section 25-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of “Continuous Service” need not be read 
into section 25-B. The fiction converts service of240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended section 25-B 
only consolidates the ixrovisions of section 25(B) and 2(eee) 
in one place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new provisions, however, is not different. In feet, the 
amendment of section 25-F of the principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words "for every completed 
year of continuous service" has removed a discordance 
between the unamended section 25 B and the -unamended 
Cl, (b) of section 25-F. No uninterrupted ^rvice is necessary 
it the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calends 
months either before the several changes or after these. 
The only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made. 
The last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended section 25- B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon'ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25-B 
(1) and (2>-Continuous service-Scope of sub-sections 
(1) and (2) is different (words and phrases—Continuous 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for the 
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expression “continuous”. Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that section 2S-B (2) comprehends 
a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a 
period of240 days within the period of 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting teckvwds from the relevant 
date, i.e. the date of refrenchment. If he has, he would be 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period of 
one year for the purpose of Section 25-B and Ch^ter V- 
A”. 

rhe Hon ’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that; 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947-S.25-I% 
10-Retrcnchment Compensation-Termination of services 
without payment of Dispute referred to I'ribunal-Casc of 
workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination. Claim denied by 
management—Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a ycar-ln absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence 
to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a year 
preceding his termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of section 25-F of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden ol such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand In now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon ’ble Apex Court and it Is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had intact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
tvvelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

13. E xcept his oral evidence on alfidavil, die workman 
has not produced any other evidence In support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. I hus the workman has 
foiled to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in section 25-F read with section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of section 25-1* are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled lor 
any relief. 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. I he 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

J. P. CHAND, IfrcsidingOllker 


5228 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA; JUNE 23, 2012/ASADHA 2,1934 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


1 2012 

2146.—1947 (1947 
N^T 14) 17 ^ 4, 

^ TRW ^ ■?T5r5 Pi4l'*i‘+>T 3;ik+44>i<li' ^ 

arfq^;TOI/?iR ■=11^ ^ 48/2006) 

^ ^ch l fVId ^ t, W3FR ^ 1 -6-2012 ^ 

i|3n STTI 

[UT^^-220l2/363/2002-3qT^3TR (^-II)] 

f^, 3TteRt 

New Delhi, the tstJune, 2012 

S.O. 2146.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No, 48/2006 
;of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
i Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-22012/363/2002-IR (CM-IOl 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
AISNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P. CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. CGlT/NGP/48/2006 Date; 21 -5-2012 

Party No. I (a) : The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) of WCL, 
Post: Khadsanghi, Tah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b) : M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2: Shri Pitamber Shyamrao Deshmukh, 

R/o Minzhari, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur (MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated :21st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of section 10 of 
; Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act" in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Pitamber 
Shyamrao Deshmukh, for adjudication, as per letter No. 


L-22012/363/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 21-3-2006, with the 
following schedule;— 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 

and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 

terminating the services of Shri Pitamber Shyamrao 

Deshmukh, is legal and justified? If not, to what 

relief he is entitled?’' 

2. On receipt of the reference, die parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Pitamber 
Shyamrao Deshmukh, ("the workman" in short) and the 
management of the WCL ("Party No. 1" in short) filed its 
written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at Murpar, which is known as "W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project" 
and the same is under the control and supervision of party 
no. 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1 (a)engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said, 
coal mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 
to 1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b). 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its Work w.e.f 05-01-1997 and till 
party no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose 
of preparing the underground roads for functioning of the 
said coal mine and he was engaged by B.GM.L. as a General 
Mazdoor on 12-8-1993 and he continued to work till 
2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by party 
no. I (b) w.e.f 05-01-1997 continuously til128-12-2001 and 
party no. 1 (a) sent him for vocational training from time to 
time and he had under gone the said training successfully 
and he is a workman/ employee of party no. 1 (a) and party 
no. 1 (a) is the principal employer and his appointment by 
both the contractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) 
terminated his services orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had 
worked for more than 240 days preceding to his termination 
and while terminating his services, mandatory provisions 
of section 25-F of the Act were not complied with and 
neither one month's notice, nor one month's wages in lieu 
of notice, nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him 
by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his 
services is illegal and though at the time of his termination, 
more than 700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) 
and (b), they didjiot prepare and publish final seniority list 
of all the workers including himself, at least seven days 
prior to the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the 
Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no 
compliance of section 25-G of the Act and the termination 
of his services amounted to retrenchment and at the time 
of his retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now 
also, plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 
1 (b), but they did not re-employ him in violation of section 
25-H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that 
he alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
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demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), but they did not 
fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
with many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party no. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no.I (b) was the contractor 
of party no. I (a), for each and every act of the party no. 1 
(b), the party no. I (a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no. I (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no.I (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that in 
spite of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared In the case 
nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1 (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that It had entered into a contract with 
B.G.M.I.. for carrying out open excavation, for construction 
of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sinking in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 314 months and the incline shaft drivage within 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to 
party no. I (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of 
incline shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone 
Irom seam VII to seam V at Murpar project of which the 
dale of commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 
and 28-02-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to party no. 1 (b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01 -12-2001 respectively 
and it [party no. I (a)] was related to party no. 1 (b) only 
as per the terms of contract and it was not at all responsible 
for providing employees to the contractors and it was the 
duly of the contractors to appoint the employees as per 
their need. It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that 
as per the provisions of the Mines Act, every person, 
whether employed by the principal employer or the 
contractor, whether in a casual capacity or in permanent 
capacity, to work in an underground mine, is required to 
be imparted vocational training by the principal employer 
and the cost of the training is borne by the contractor 
concerned and the engagement of the labourers was the 
job of the contractor and It was no way involved in the 
matter and no document has been produced by the 
workman to show that he was appointed by it and the 
contraetpr had appointed the workman till the completion 
of the contract and the documents filed by the workman 
show that he was appointed by party no. I (b) for contract 
works at Murpar project, as a temporary contingent lobour 
in the project and in view of the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka 
Vs. Umadevi, Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish 
•layanti [2006 (2) SCALE 115] and many others, the 


workman is not entitled for regularization or reinstatement 
in service as he was a temporary workman. 

The fijither case of party no. I (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract Is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.GM.L. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
pwmanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of the principles 
of section 25-F, 25-G or H of die Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no. 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11 -2011, "no cross" order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. I (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 

learned advocate for the woiionan that party no. 1 (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 12-08-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and the 
workman was again appointed by party no.I (b) from 05- 
01-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1 
(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractonrs was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were terminated by party 
no. 1 (b) w.e.f 29-12-20frl and the workman had worked for 
more than 240 days with the party preceding his 

termination and before die termination of-the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of section 25- F of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month's notice, 
nor one month's pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did 
not prepare and publish the senior!^ list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 wOriters were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 
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6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
Of an order, the burden lie upon him to prove the illegality 
Of the order and if no evidence is produced, the party 
invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in this 
case, even if the case proceeded exparte against parties 
no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
[from 12-08-1993 to 02-07-1996 as a General Mazdoor and 
that he was again engaged by party no. I (b), another 
‘contractor from 05-01-1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case 
of the workman that he was engaged or appointed by party 
no. I (a). The only claim of the workman is that party no. 1 
(a) had sent him for vocational training and he had under 
■gone the training successfully. In support of such claim, 
the workman has filed the Xerox copy of the certificate 
granted in his favour for undergoing the vocational training 
from 02-09-1993 to 29-09-1993. It is necessary to mention 
here that It is obligatory to undergo vocational training for 
any person, who works underground in a coal mine in any 
capacity and it is the statutory duty of the management of 
the coal mine to arrange for such vocational training as per 
the Mines Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be 
an employee of party no. 1 (a), as because, he was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a). 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
"contract labour", "establishment" and "workman" does 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word "workman" is defined in wide 
terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
"establishment" and workman shows that a workman 
eng^ed in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1 (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1 (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 


stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. I'o 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible m 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon’ble Apex Court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
woiicmen) have held that:- 

"Though section 25-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days dunng a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of "Continuous Service" need not be read 
into section 25-B. The fiction converts service of240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended section 25-B 
only consolidates the provisions of section 25(B) and 2(eee) 
in one place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new provisions, however, is not different. In fact, the 
amendment of section 25-F of the principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words "for every completed 
year of continuous service" has removed a discordance 
between the unamended section 25 B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is necessary 
it the total service is 240 days m a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after these. 
The only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calendar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made. 
The last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended section 25-B". 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon 'ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

"Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 25- b 
(1) and (2)- Continuous service-Scope of sub-sections (1) 
and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Continuous 
Service), 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression "continuous". Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that section 25- B (2) comprehends 
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a situation where a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period 
of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 
date, i.e. the date of retrenchment. If he has, he would he 
deemed to be in continuous service for a period of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A". 

The Hon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR'2003 SC-38 (M/ s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947) S.25-F, 10- 
Retrenchment Compensation-Termination of service 
without payment of -Dispute referred to Tribunal Case of 
workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination-Claim denied by 
management-Onus lies upon workman to show that he had 
in fact woriced for 240 days in a year. In absence of proof of 
receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence to prove 
that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon 'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of section 25- F of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calends- months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’l^le Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had infact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of29-12-2001, the woricman had 
worked for 240 days. 

13. Except his oral evidence on affidavit, die workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. Thus the workman has 
failed to discharge the burden which was upon him . 

14. As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-F read with section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25- F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief. 

ORDER 

The reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J. P. CHAND, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S.O. 2147.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref No. 45/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, wid their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1 -6-2012. 

[No. L-22012/352/2002-lR (CM-I I)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIJ.RCHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CCrr-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 

Case N6.CGIT/NGP/45/2006 Date: 21 -5-2012 

Party No. I (a): The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) ofWCL, 
Post: Khadsan^i, Tah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b): M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhns^ar, Dahegaon, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Ns^pur (MS) 
Versus 

Party No. 2: Shri Nana Laxman Sarpate, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated: 21st May, 2012). 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) ol 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ("the Act” in 
short), the Central Government has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Nana Laxman 
Sarpate, for adjudication, as per letter No. L-22012/352/2002- 
IR(CM-Il) dated21 -03-2006, with the following schedule, 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Nana I.axman Sarpate, 
is legal and justified. If not, to what relief he is 
entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were noticed 
to file their respective statement of claim and written 
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statement and accordingly, the workman Shri Nana Laxman 
Sarpate, ("the workman" in short) and the management of 
thie WCL ("Party No. 1" in short) filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at! Murpar, which is known as "W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project" 
a^d the same is under the control and supervision of 
party no. I (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and 
party no. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., 
Klarnataka, ("B.G.M.L." in short) for the purpose of 
preparing underground road up to the border of coal for 
the said coal mine and the contract of the said work was 
from 1992 to 1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged 
party no. I (b), M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.e.f 
5*-1 -1997 and till party no. 1 (b) is working with party no. 1 
(a) for the purpose of preparing the underground roads 
for functioning of the said coal mine and he was engaged 
by B.G.M.L as a General Mazdoor on 19-8-1993 and he 
cpntinued to work till 2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services 
v^ere utihzed by party no- I (b) w.e.f. 05-01-1997 
continuously till 28-12-2001 and party no. 1 (a) sent him 
for vocational training from time to time and he had under 
gone the said training successfully and he is a workman 
cimployee of party no. 1 (a) and party no. I (a) is the 
principal employer and his appointment by both the 
dontractors was oral and the party no. 1 (b) terminated 
his services orally w.e.f 29-12-2001 and he had worked 
for more than 240 days preceding to his termination and 
while terminating his services, mandatory provisroris of 
Section 25-1' of the Act were not complied with and neither 
one month's notice, nor one month's wages in lieu of 
notice, nor retrenchment compensation was paid to him 
by parties no 1 (a) and (b) and as such, termination of his 
. jfTvices is illegal and though at the time of his termination, 
ipore than 700 workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) 
and (b), they did not prepare and publish final seniority list 
dfall the workers including himself, at least seven days 
prior to the termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the 
lindustrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no 
(iompliance of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination 
4f his services amounted to retrenchment and at the time 
of his retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now 
also, plenty of work is available with parties no, 1(a) and 
Itb). but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 
35-11 of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that 
fee alongwith other workers had submitted charter of various 
demand to the parties no. I (a) and I (b), but they did not 
fill Hi I the same and for that a dispute was pending before 
the ALC' (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, his services 
ivith many other workers were terminated and wages for 
December 2001 was not paid to him and as party ho. 1 was 
the principal employer and party no. I (b) was the contractor 
of party no. I (a), for each and every act of the party no.l 
(b). the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as such, the 
party no, 1 (a) is responsible for his illegal termination. The 
workman has prayed for his reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 


[Part 11 —Sec. 3(ii)] 


3. The party no. 1 (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessary to mention here that inspite 
of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case nor 
contested the claim. 

4. In its written statement, the party no.l (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with 
B.GM.L. for carrying out open excavation, for construction 
of a pair of inclines and inclined shalt sinking in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms of contract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 3'A months and the incline shaft drivagewithin 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to party 
no. 1 (b) for construction of drivage of a pair of incline 
shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone trom seam 
VII to seam V at Murpar project of which the date of 
commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 and 
28-02-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to party no.l (b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01 -12-2001 respectively 
and it (party no. 1 (a)) was related to party no. 1 (b) only as 
per the terms of contract and it was not at all responsible 
for providing employees to the contractors and it was the 
duty of the contractors to appoint the employees as per 
their need. It is further pleaded by the party no. 1 (a) that as 
per the provisions of the Mines Act, every person, whether 
employed by the principal employer or the contractor, 
whether in a casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to 
work in an underground mine, is required to be imparled 
vocational training by the principal employer and the cost 
of the training is borne by the contractor concerned and 
the engagement of the labourers was the job of the 
contractor and it was no way involved in the matter and no 
document has been produced by the workman to show 
that he was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of the contract and the 
documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no. 1 (b) for contract works at Murpar 
project, as a temporary contingent labour in the project 
and in view of the principles enunciated by the Hon 'blc 
Apex Court in the case of State of Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, 
Union Public Service Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti (2006 
(2) SCALE 115) and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatemen t in service as he 
was a temporary workman. 

fhe further case of party no. I (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.G.M,L. and the contract 
given to party no. 1 (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
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any relationship of employer and employee between it and 
the workman and he was never in its employment and as 
such, there was no question of compliance of die principles 
of Section 2S-F, 25-G or H of the Act or payment of wages 
by it to the workman and the workman is not entitled for 
any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no, 1 (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 8-11-2011, "no cross" order 
was passed and order was also passed to proceed with the 
case ex-parte against the party no. I (a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 (a) had 
engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation of 
underground roads up to the boarder of coal in Murpar 
Coal Mine and the said contract was from the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 19-8-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and the 
workman was again appointed by party no. 1 (b) from 
5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no. 1 (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of party no. 1 and party no. 1 
(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were terminated by party 
no. 1 (b) w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and the workman had woiked for 
more than 240 days with the party no. 1(b), preceding his 
termination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of Section 25- F of the 
Act were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, the 
termination of the workman is illegal and such termination 
amounts to retrenchment and party no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) did 
not prepare and publish the seniority list as required under 
Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957, even 
though more than 700 workers were working with them in 
various category and as such, there was violation of the 
provisions of Section 25-G of the Act and therefore, the 
workman is entitled to reinstatement in service with 
continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the legality 
of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the illegality 
of the order and if no evidence is produced, the party 
invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. So, in this 
case, even if the case proceeded expaite against parties 
no. I (a) and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to discharge the 
burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he is 
entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.GM.L., who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground of 


Murparcolliery by party no.l (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 19-8-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and that 
he was again engaged by party no. 1 (b), another contractor 
from 5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001. It is never the case of the 
workman that he was engaged or appointed by party no. I 
(a). The only claim of the woiionan is that party no. I (a) had 
sent him for vocational training and he had undergone the 
training successfully. In support of such claim, die workman 
has filed the Xerox copy of the certificate granted in his 
favour for undergoing the vocational training from 
2-9-1993 to 29-9-1993, It is necessaiy to mention here that it 
is obligatory to undergo vocational training for any person, 
who works underground in a coal mine in any capacity and 
it is the statutory duty of the management of the coal mine 
to arrange for such vocational training as per the Mines 
Act and the workman cannot be deemed to be an employee 
of party no.l (a), as because, he was sent for vocational 
training by party no. 1 (a). 

8. It is welt settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot be 
said that the relationship of master and servant is created 
between the principal employer and the contract labour. 
Even a combined reading of the definition of the terms 
"contract labour", "establishment” and "workman" docs 
not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created Irrespective of the fact as to who has brought about 
such relationship. The word "workman" is defined in wide 
terms. It Is a generic term of which contract labour is a 
species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
"establishment" and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in all' establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of master. But that 
is true of a workman could not be correct of contract labour. 
The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. I (a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no, 1 (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. To 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not he 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the worieman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9, So far the termination of the services of the 
woiicman by the party no. 1 (b) is concerned, I think it 
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necessary to mention The principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the discussion of the merit of the case. 

The Hon 'ble Apex court, in the decision reported in 
AIR 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held thati- 

"Though Section 25-F speaks of continuous service 
for not less than one year under’ the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
of 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 
The definition of "Continuous Service" need not be read 
into Section 25-B. The fiction converts service of240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended Section 25-B 
only consolidates the provisions of Section 25(B) and 2(eee) 

)n one place, adding some other matters. The purport of 
the new' provisions, however, is not different. In lact, the 
amendment of Section 25-F of the principal Act by 
Lsubstituting in clause (b) the words "for every completed 
year of continuous service" has removed a discordance 
between the unamended section 25 B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is necessary 
it the total service is 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months either before the several changes or after these 
The only change in the Act is that this service must be 
during a period of twelve calandar months preceding the 
date with reference to which calculation has to be made, 
fhe last amendment has now removed a vagueness which 
existed in the unamended Section 25- B" 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd ), the Hon’ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

"Industrial Disputes Act (14 on947). Section 25-B 
{I) and (2)- Continuous servicc-Scope of sub-sections (I) 
and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Continuous 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain ol retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-f, he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25- B as the dictionary clause for the 
expression "continuous". Both in principle and are 
precedent it must be held that Section 25- B (2) comprehends 
a situation whefe a workman to not in employment for a 
period of 12 calendar months, but has rendered for a period 
of 240 days within the period of 12 calendar months 
commencing and counting backwards from the relevant 
date, 1 .e. the date of retrenchment. If he has. he would be 
deemed to be In continuous service for a period of one 
year for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A". 

fhe I lon’blc Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Dcinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that; 
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'‘Industrial Disputes Act (14 ol 1947) S.25-K 10- 
Retrenchment Compensation-Termination of services 
without payment of -Dispute referred to 1 ribunal-Case of 
workman/workman that he had worked tor 240days in a 
year preceding his termination- Claim denied by 
management-Onus lies upon workman to show that he had 
in fact worked for 240 days in a year-ln absence of proof of 
receipt of salary workman is not sufficient evidence to prove 
that he had worked for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination." 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon'ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 25- !• of the Act, it is 
neebsary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 

11. fhe present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had infact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his icnninalion. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the preceding 
twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001. the workman had 
worked for 240 days. 

12.1'-xcept his oral evidence on aOldavit, the workman 
has not produced any other evidence in support ol his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of29-12-2001. fhus the workman has 
failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-1- read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-1' arc not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled foi 
any relief 

ORDER 

fhe reference is answered against the workman. I he 
workman is not entitled to any rcleif. 

J.R ClIAND. PresidingOnicer 
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New Delhi, the 1st June, 2012 

S.O. 2148.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 46^006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Murpar Project of 
(Umrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, 
Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 1-6-2012. 

[No. L-22012/361/2002-IR(CM-II)] 
RAMESH SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFnCER, 
CGir-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 
Case No.CGIT/NGP/46/2006 Date: 21-5-2012 

Party No.l (a) : The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) ofWCL, 
Post: Khadsanghi, Tah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b) : M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 
Versus 

Party No. 2: Shri Shankar Keshavrao Parchake, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil; Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated:2]stMay,2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) (“the Act” in 
short), the Central Govemment*has referred the industrial 
dispute between the employers, in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman Shri Shankar 
Keshavrao Parchake, for adjudication, as per letter 
No.Lt 22012/361/2002.1R (CM-II) dated 21 -3-2006, with the 
following scheduler:— 

“Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s. Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Shankar Keshavrao 
Parchake, is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
he is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, tlie parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman Shri 
Shankar Keshavrao Parchake, (“the workman” in short) 
and the management of the WCL (“Party No.l” in short) 
filed Its written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal mine 
at.Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd. Murpar Project” 
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and the same is under the control and supervision of parly 
no. 1 (a) i.e. Sub-Area Manager, Murpar Project and party 
no. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, 
(“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the purpose of preparing 
underground road up to the border of coal for the said 
coal mine and the contract of the said work was from 1992 
to 1996 and the party no. 1 (a) also engaged party no. 1 (b), 
M/s. Singh & Sons in its work w.c.f 5-01-1997 and till 
party no. 1 (b) is working with party no. I (a) for the purpose 
of preparing the underground roads for functioning *of- 
the said coal mine and he was engaged by B.GM.L as a 
General Mazdoor on 21 -09-1993 and he continued to work 
till 2-7-1996 and thereafter, his services were utilized by 
party no.l (b) w.e.f. 5-1-1997 continuously till 

28- 12-2001 and he is a workman/employce of party no. 1 
(a) and party no.l (a) is the principal employer and his 
appointment by both the contractors was oral and the 
party no.l (b) terminated his services orally w.c.f. 

29- 12-2001 and he had worked for more than 240 days 
preceding to his termination and while terminating his 
services, mandatory provisions of section 25-F of the Act 
were not complied with and neither one month’s notice, 
nor one month’s wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was paid to him by parties no. 1 (a) and (b) 
and as such, termination of his services is illegal and 
though at the time of his termination, more than 700 
workers were working with parties no. 1 (a) and (b), they 
did not prepare and publish final seniority list of all th 
workers including himself, at least seven days prior uhI- 
termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Indus'; 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no compliai 
of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of h 
services amounted to retrenchment and at the time of hi 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty ofwork is available with parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), 
but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 
25-H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman that 
he alongwith other workers had su’. milted charter of 
various demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and 1 (b), but they 
did not fulfill the same and for that a dispute was pending 
before the ALC (C) Chandrapur and for the said reason, 
his services with many other workers were lermin jied and 
wages for December 2001 was not paid to him and as party 
no. 1 was the principal employer and pany no. 1 (b) was the 
contractor of party no.l (a), for each and every act of the 
party no.l (b), the party no. 1(a) was responsible and as 
such, the party no.l (a) is responsible for his illegal 
termination. The workman has prayed for his reinstatement 
in service with continuity and full back wages. 

3. The party no. 1 (a) resisted the claim by filing its 
written statement. It is necessaiy to mention here that in 
spite of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared in the case 
nor contested the claim. 

In Its written statement, the party no.l (a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered into a contract with 
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B.GM.L. for carrying out open excavation, lor construction 
of a pair of inclines and inclined shaft sink ing in the coal 
mine of Murpar Project and as per the terms ofcontract, 
the open excavation work was to be completed within a 
period of 3 ‘/z months and the incline shall dri\'age within 
eight months and it also awarded another contract to party 
no. 1 (b) tor construction of drivage o1 a pair of incline 
shaft through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from 
seam VII to scam V at Murpar Project of which the date 
of commencement and completion w'cie 1-1-1997 and 
28-2-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to party no. 1 (b) for 
construction o! drivage of incline shaft at Murpai Project 
and the dates of commencement and completion of the 
said contract were 29-5-1999 and 1 -1 2-2001 respectively 
and it [party no. I (a)'] was related to party no. 1 (b) only 
as per the terms of contract and it was not at all 
responsible for providing employees io the contractors 
and it was the duty of the contractors to appoint the 
employees as per their need. It is further pleaded by the 
parly no.l (a) that as per the provisions of the Mines 
Act, every person, whether employed b> the principal 
employer or the contractor, whether in a casual capacity 
or in permanent capacity, to work in an underground 
mine, is required to be imparted vocational training by 
the principal employer*and the cost of '.!re tiaining is 
borne by the contractor concerned and the engagement' 
of the labourers was the job of the contractor and it 
was no wav involved in the matter and no document 
has been produced by the workman to show that he 
was appointed by it and the contractor had appointed 
the workman till the completion of tlie contract and 
the documents filed by the workman show that he was 
appointed by party no.l (b) for contract works at 
Murpar Project, as a temporary contingent labour in 
the proiect and in view of the principles enunciated 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the case of State of 
Karnataka Vs. Umadevi, Union Public Service 
Commission Vs. Girish Jayanti [2006 (2) SCALE I 15] 
and many others, the workman is not entitled for 
regularization or reinstatement in service as he was a 
temporary workman. 

The further case of party no. 1 (a) is that it has been 
entering into various contracts with various persons and 
each and every contract is an independent contract, which 
cannot be clubbed with each other and there was no nexus 
between the contract given to B.GM.L. and the contract 
given to party no.l (b), as they were of having different 
legal entities and if they had engaged the same workman 
for doing separate works, the workman did not become 
permanent or entitle for regularization and there was never 
any relationship of employer and employee beiw'een it 
and the workman and he was never in its employment and 
as such, there was no question of compliance of the 
principles of Sections 2S-F, 2S-G or H of the Act, or payment 


entitled for any relief. 

4. The workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on affidavit 
in support of his ctaiin. It is necessary to mention here that 
as nobody appeared on behalf of the party no.l (a) to 
cross-examine the workman, on 08-11-2011, “no cross 
order was passed and order was also passed to proceed 
with the case ex-parte against the party no. 1(a). 

5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by the 
learned advocate for the workman that party no. I (a) had 
engaged M/s, B.G.M.L, a registered company and a 
Government of India Enterprises for preparation oi 
underground roads up to the boardci of coal in Murpar 

’ Coal Mine and the said contract was fu>in the year 1992 to 
1996 and the said company had appointed the workman 
from 21 -9- i 993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Ma/.door and the 
workman was again appointed by part\’ no. I (b) trom 
5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was sent for 
vocational training by party no.! (a) and as such, the 
workman was the employee of parly no. 1 and party no. 1 
(a) is the principal employer and the appointment of the 
workman by both the contractors was oral appointment 
and the services of the workman were lenninated by part) 
no. 1 (b) w.e.f 29-12-2001 and the w'orkman had worked for 
more than 240 days with the party no. 1 (b), preceding his 
termination and before the termination of the services of 
the workman, mandatory provisions of Section 25- \ ol 
the Act were not complied with and neither one month s 
notice, nor one month's pay in lieu of the notice, nor 
retrenchment compensation was given to the workman 
and as such, the termination of the workman is illegal and 
such termination amounts to retrenchment and parly no.l 
(a) and I (b) did not prepare and publish the seniority list 
as required under Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules, 1957, even though more than 700 workers were 
working w ilh them in various catcgoiy and as such, there 
was violation of the provisions of Section 25-G oi the Act 
and therefore, the workman is entitled to reinstatement in 
service with continuity and full back wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality of an order, the burden lies upon him to prove the 
illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, the 
party invoking the jurisdiction of the coutl must fail. So. in 
this case, even if the case proceeded exparic against parties 
no. 1 (a) and 1 (b) still then, the workman is to discharge 
the burden by adducing evidence to show that legally he 
is entitled for the reliefs claimed by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the workman 
that he was engaged by M/s. B.GM.L.. who was given 
contract for construction of roads in the underground ol 
Murpar Colliery by party no. 1 (a) and BGML engaged him 
from 21-9-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a General Mazdoor and that 
he was again engaged by party no. I (b), another 
contractor from 5-1-1997 to 28-12-2001 
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8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement of 
contract labour by the contractor in any work of or in 
connection with the work of an establishment, it cannot 
be said that the relationship of master and servant is 
created between the priricipal employer and the contract 
labour. Even a combined reading of the definition of the 
terms “contract labour”, “establishment” and “workman” 
does not show that a legal relationship between a person 
employed in an industry and the owner of the industry is 
created irrespective of the fact as to who has brought 
about such relationship. The word “workman” is defined 
in wide terms. It is a generic term of which contract labour 
is a species. It is true that a combined reading of the terms 
■'establishment” and workman shows that a workman 
engaged in an establishment would have direct relationship 
with the principal employer as a servant of Master. But 
that is true of a workman could not be correct of contract 
labour. The provisions of contract labour (Regulation and 
Abolition ) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation of direct 
relationship of master and servant between the principal 
employer and the contract labour. It is clear from the 
pleadings of the workman in the statement of claim and so 
also from his evidence on affidavit that he was never 
employed by the party no. 1(a) and he was employed by 
the contractors and the party no. 1 (a) was not controlling 
or supervising the work of the workman. It is the definite 
stand taken by workman that he had been working under 
the contractors. It would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his 
mouth to take a contradictory and inconsistent plea that 
he was also the workman of the principal employer. To 
raise such a mutually destructive plea is impermissible in 
law and such mutually destructive plea should not be 
allowed to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. 
Hence, it cannot be said that the workman was the 
w orkman of the principal employer, 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no, I (b) is concerned, I think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
I lon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking upon 
the di,scussion of the merit of the case. 

The I lon'bic Apex Court, in the decision reported In 
AIR 1966 S('-75 (IEmployees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. Their 
workmen) have held that;- 

■ I lioLigh Section 25-1- speaks of continuous service 
lor not less than one year under the employer, if the 
workman has actually worked for 240 days during a period 
t>l 12 calendar months both the conditions are fulfilled. 

! he denniiion of “Continuous Service” need not be read 
into Section 25-B. I’he fiction converts service of240 days 
in a period of twelve calendar months into continuous 
service for one complete year. The amended Section 25-B 
only con.solidatcs the provisions of Section 25(B) and 
2(cec) in one plaee, adding some other matters. The purport 
of the new provisions however, is not different. In fact, 
the amendment of Section 25-1* of the principal Act by 


substituting in clause (b) the words “for every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25B and the unamended 
Cl. (b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is 
necessary it the total service is 240 days in a period of 
twelve calendar months either before the several changes 
or after these. The only, change in the Act is that this 
service must be during a period of twelve calendar months 
preceding the date with reference to which calculation 
has to be made. The last amendment has now removed a 
vagueness which existed in the unamended Section 
25-B”. 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Mon’ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

‘‘Industrial Disputes Act (i4 of 1947) Section 25- B 
(1) and (2)- Continuous service-Scopc of sub-sections (1) 
and (2) is different, (words and phrases-Continuous 
Service). 

Before a workman can complain of i etrcncJiment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-1*. he has to show 
that he has been in continuous service for not less than 
one year under that employer, who has retrenched him 
from service. Section 25-B as the dictionary/ clause for the 
expression “continuous”. Both in princ pie and arc 
precedent it must be held that Section 25-B (2) 
comprehends a situation where a workman to not in 
employment for a period of 12 calendar months, but has 
rendered for a period of 240 days within the period of 12 
calendar months commencing and counting backwards 
from the relevant date, i.e, the date of retrenchment. If he 
has, he would be deemed to be in continuous service for a 
period of one year for the purpose of Section 25-B' and 
Chapter V-A”. 

The l lon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported in 
AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev Kumar) 
has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947) S.-25-l% 10- 
Retrcnchmcnt Compensation-Termination of services 
without payment of -Dispute referred to Tribunal-Case of 
workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termination-Claim denied by 
management- Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a ycar-In absence of 
proof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient 
evidence to prove that he had worked for 240 days in a 
year preceding his termyiation.” 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated by 
the Hon’bie Apex Court in the decisions mentioned above 
that for applicability of Section 2 'f T of the Act, it is 
necessary to prove that the workman worked for 240 days 
in preceding 12 calendar months commencing and counting 
backwards from the relevant date and the burden of such 
proof is upon the workman. 
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11. The present case at hand in now to be considered 
with the touch stone the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out if the workman 
has been able to prove that he had in fact worked at least 
for 240 days in a year preceding his termination. According 
to the workman, his services were orally terminated on 
29-12-2001. So, it is necessary to prove that in the 
preceding twelve calendar months of 29-12-2001, the 
workman had worked for 240 days. 

13.1'Accpt his oral evidence on affidavit, the workman 
bas not produced any other evidence in support of his 
claim that he had actually worked for 240 days in the 
preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. Thus the workman 
has failed to discharge the burden which was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25- F read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled for 
any relief 

ORDER 

I he reference is answered against the workman. The 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

J.P.CHAND, Presiding Officer 

I 2012 

cFT.atT. 2149.—1 947 (1947 
^ 14) ^ 17 ^ 

ip ^ '=ti4'+>KT ^ 

(4^4 47/2006) 

^ t. ^ 1-6-2012 ^ 

ant 

14. tp"22012/362/2002 -aTT^3TR (4ttni-Il) ] 

New Delhi, the I st June, 2012 

S.O. 2f49.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 {14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 47/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial ITibunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Murpar 
Project of (IJmrer Area) of WCL, WCL Contractor, 
Singhnagar, Dahegaon, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 1-6-2012. 

I No, I .-22012/362/2002-1R (CM-I!)] 
RAMFSM SINCil 1, Desk Omcer 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(ii)| 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI J.P.CHAND, PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOURCOURT, NAGPUR 
Case No.CGIT/NGP/47/2006 Date: 21-5-2012 

Party No.l (a) : The Sub Area Manager, WCL 

Murpar Project of (Umrer Area) ofWC!., 
Post: Khadsanghi, fah-Chimur, 

Distt. Chandrapur (MS) 

(b) : M/s. Singh & Sons, 

WCL Contractor, Singhnagar, Dahegaon, 
Chhindwara Road, Distt. Nagpur (MS) 

Versus 

Party No. 2: Shri Bandu Motiram Choudhari, 

R/o Murpar, Post: Khadsangi, 

Tehsil: Chimur, Distt. Chandrapur(MS). 

AWARD 

(Dated; 21 st May, 2012) 

In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 
of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) ('The Act" 
in short), the Central Government has referred the 
industrial dispute between the employers, in relation to 
the management of WCL and their workman Shri Bandu 
Motiram Choudhari for adjudication, as per letter No. 
L-22012/362/2002-IR (CM-II) dated 21-03-2006, with the 
following schedule :— 

^‘Whether the action of the management of WCL 
and M/s, Singh & Sons Contractor of WCL in 
terminating the services of Shri Bandu Motiram 
Choudhari, is legal and Juslified? If not, to what 
relief he is entitled?” 

2. On receipt of the reference, the parties were 
noticed to file their respective statement of claim and 
written statement and accordingly, the workman Shri 
Bandu Motiram Choudhari, (“the workman” in short) 
and the management of the WCL (“Parly No. 1” in short) 
filed its written statement. 

The case of the workman is that there is a coal 
mine at Murpar, which is known as “W.C. Ltd, Murpar 
Project” and the same is under the control and 
supervision of party no. 1 (a) i.c, Sub-Area Manager, 
Murpar Project and party no. 1(a) engaged M/s. Bharat 
Gold Mines Ltd., Karnataka, (“B.G.M.L.” in short) for the 
purpose of preparing underground road up to the border 
of coal for the said coal mine and the contract of the 
said work was from 1992 to 1996 and the party no.l (a) 
also engaged party no.l (b). M/s. Singh & Sons in its 
work w.c.f 5-1-1997 and till party no. i (b) is working 
with party no. 1 (a) for the purpose of preparing the 
underground roads for functioning of the said coal mine 
and he was engaged by B.G.M.L as a Driller on 
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11-08-1993 and he continued to work till 2-7-1996 and 
therafter, his services were utilized by party no.l (b) 
w.e.f. 05-01-1997 continuously till 28-12-2001 and he is 
a workman/employee of party no.l (a) and party no.l 
(a) is the principal employer and his appointment by 
both the contractors was oral and the party no.l (b) 
terminated his services orally w.e.f. 29-12-2001 and he 
had worked for more than 240 days preceding to his 
termination and while terminating his services, mandatory 
provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were not complied 
with and neither one month’s notice, nor one month’s 
wages in lieu of notice, nor retrenchment compensation 
was paid to him by parties no. r{a) and (b) and as such, 
terminaation of his services is illegal and though at the 
time of his termination, more than 700 workers were 
working with parties no.l (a) and (b), they did not 
prepare and publish final seniority list of all the workers 
including himself, at least seven days prior to the 
termination, as provided under Rule 77 of the Industrial 
Disputes (Central) Rules, 1957 and there was no ccxnpliance 
of Section 25-G of the Act and the termination of his 
services amounted to retrenchment and at the time of his 
retrenchment, plenty of work was available and now also, 
plenty of work is available with parties no. 1 (a) and I 
(b), but they did not re-employ him in violation of Section 
25-H of the Act. It is further pleaded by the workman 
that he alongwith other workers had submitted charter 
of various demand to the parties no. 1 (a) and I (b), but 
they did not fulfill the same and for that a dispute was 
pending before the ALC (c) Chandrapur and for the said 
reason, his services with many other workers were 
terminated and wages for December 2001 was not paid 
to him and as party no. 1 was the principal employer and 
parly no.l (b) was the contractor of party no.l (a), for 
each and every act of the party no. 1 (b), the party no. 1(a) 
was responsible and as such, the party no.l (a) is 
responsible for his illegal termination. The workman has 
prayed for his reinstatement in service with continuity 
and full back wages. 

3. The party np.l (a) resisted the claim by filing 
its written statement. It is necessary to mention here 
that in spite of notice, party no. 1 (b) neither appeared 
in the case nor contested the claim. 

In its written statement, the party no. 1(a) has 
pleaded inter-alia that it had entered into a contract 
with B.G.M.L. for carrying out open excavation, for 
construction of a pare of inclines and inclined shaft 
sinking in the coal mine of Murpar Project and as per 
the terms of contract, the open excavation work was 
to be completed within a period of 3 '/2 months and 
the incline shaft drivage within eight months arid it. 
also awarded another contract to party no. 1(b) for 
construction of drivage of a pair of incline shaft 
through sedimentary rocks like sand stone from seam 
VII to seam V at Murpar project of which the date of 


commencement and completion were 01-01-1997 and 
28-02-1998 respectively and after a gap of 15 months, 
another contract was given to party no. I (b) for 
construction of drivage of incline shaft at Murpar 
project and the dates of commencement and completion 
of the said contract were 29-05-1999 and 01-12-2001 
respectively and it (party no. 1 (a)) was related to party 
no. 1 (b) only as per the terms of contract and it was 
not at all responsible for providing employees to the 
contractors and it was the duty of the contractors to 
appoint the employees as per their need. It is further 
pleaded by the'party no.l (a) that as per the provisions 
of the Mines Act, every person, whether employed by 
the principal employer or the contractor, whether in a 
casual capacity or in permanent capacity, to work in 
an underground mine, is required to be imparted 
vocational training by the principal employer and the 
cost of the training is borne by the contractor 
concerned and the engagement of the labourers was 
the job of the contractor and it was no way involved 
in the matter and no document has been produced by 
the workman to show that he was appointed by it and 
the contractor had appointed the workman till the 
completion of the contract and the documents filed by 
the workman show that he was appointed by party 
no. 1(b) for contract works at Murpar project, as a 
temporary contingent labour in the project and in view 
of the principles enunciated by the I lon’ble Apex Court 
in the case of State of Karnataka Vs Umadevi. Union 
Public Service Commission Vs. Girish .layanti [2006 (2) 
SCALU I15J and many others, the workman is not 
entitled for regularization or reinstatement in service 
as he was a temporary workman. 

rhe further case of party no.l (a) is that it has 
been entering into various contracts with various persons 
and each and evciy contract is an independent contract, 
which cannot be clubbed with each other and there was 
no nexus between the contract given to B.G.M.I.. and 
the contract given to party no.l (b), as they were of 
having different legal entities and if they had engaged 
the same workman for doing separate works, the workman 
did not become permanent or entitle for regularization 
and there was never any relationship of employer and 
employee between it and the workman and he was never 
in its employment and as such, there was no question 
of compliance of (he principles of Section 2S-F, 25-G or 
H of the Act. or payment of wages by it to the workman 
and the workman is not entitled for any relief. 

4. fhe workman besides placing reliance on 
documentary evidence, filed his own evidence on allidavit 
in support of his claim. It is necessary to mention here 
that as nobody appeared on behalf of (he party no.l 
(a) to cross-examine the workman, on 08-11-2011, "no 
cross” order was passed and order was also passed tt» 
proceed with the case ex-parte against the party no. 1(a). 
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5. At the time of argument, it was submitted by 
the learned advocate for the workman that party no. 1 

(a) liad engaged M/s. B.G.M.L, a registered company 
and a Government of India Enterprises for preparation 
of underground roads up to the boarder of coal in 
Murpar Coal Mine and the said contract was from the 
year 1992 to 1996 and the said company had appointed 
the workman from 11-8-1993 to 02-07-1996 as a Driller 
and the workman was again appointed by party no-1 

(b) from 05-01-1997 to 28-12-2001 and the workman was 
sent Tor vocational training by party no.l (a) and as 
such, the workman was the employee of party no. 1 and 
party no. 1 (a) Is the principal employer and the 
appointment of the workman by both the contractors 
was oral appointment and the services of the workman 
were terminated by party no.l (b) w.e.f. 29-12*2001 and 
he workman had worked for more than 240 days with, 
.he party no.l (b), preceding his termination and before 
the termination of the services of the workman, 
mandatory provisions of Section 25-F of the Act were 
not pomplied with and neither one month's notice, nor 
one month’s pay in lieu of the notice, nor retrenchment 
compensation was given to the workman and as such, 
the termination of the workman is illegal and such 
termination amounts to retrenchment and party no, I (a) 
and 1 (b) did not prepare and publish the seniority list 
as required under Rule 77 of Industrial Disputes (Central) 
Rules, 1957, even though more than 700 workers were 
working with them in various category and as such, 
there was violation of the provisions of Section 25-G 
of the Act and therefore, the workman is entitled to 
reinstatement in service with continuity and full back 
wages. 

6. It is well settled that if a party challenges the 
legality ol an order, the burden lies upon him to prove 
the Illegality of the order and if no evidence is produced, 
the party invoking the jurisdiction of the court must fail. 
So, in this case, even if the case proceeded expartc 
against parlies no. 1 (a) and I (b) still then, the workman 
is to discharge the burden by adducing evidence to 
show that legally he is entitled for the reliefs claimed 
by him. 

7. In this case, it is the admitted case of the 
workman that he was engaged by M/s. B.G.M.L., who 
was given contract for construction of roads in the 
underground ol Murpar colliery by party no. ! (a) and 
BG ML engaged him from 11-8-1993 to 2-7-1996 as a 
Driller and that he was again engaged by party no. 1 
(b), another contractor from 05-01-1997 to 28-12-2001. 

8. It is well settled that by virtue of engagement 
of contract labour by the contractor in any work of or 
in connection with the work of an establishment, it 
cannot be said that the relationship of master and 
servant is created between the principal employer and 
the contract labour. Even a combined reading of the 
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definition of the terms “contract labour", “establishment 
and “workman” does not show that a legal relationship 
between a person employed in an industry and the 
owner of the industry is created irrespective of the fact 
as to who has brought about such relationship. 1 he 
word “workman” is defined in wide terms. It is a generic 
term of which contract labour is a species. It is true that 
a combined reading of the terms “establishment” and 
workman shows that a workman engaged in an 
establishment would have direct relationship with the 
principal employer as a servant of Master. But that is 
true of a workman could not be correct of contract 
labour. The provisions of contract labour (Regulation 
and Abolition) Act, 1970 do not contemplate creation 
of direct relationship of master and servant between 
the principal employer and the contract labour. It is clear 
from the pleadings of the workman in the statement of 
claim and so also from his evidence on affidavit that 
he was never employed by the parly no.l (a) and he 
was employed by the contractors and the party 
no. 1(a) was not controlling or supervising the work of 
the workman. It is the definite stand taken by workman 
that he had been working under the contractors. It 
would, thus, in my opinion not lie in his mouth to take 
a contradictory and inconsistent plea that he was also 
the workman of the principal employer, fo raise such 
a mutually destructive plea is impcrmis.sible in law and 
such mutually destructive plea should not be allowed 
to be raised even in an industrial adjudication. Mcncc, 
it cannot be said that the workman was the workman 
of the principal employer. 

9. So far the termination of the services of the 
workman by the party no. 1(b) is concerned, 1 think it 
necessary to mention the principles enunciated by the 
Hon’ble Apex Court in this regard, before embarking 
upon the discussion of the merit of the case. 

rhe Hon’ble Apex court, in the decision reported 
in AIK 1966 SC-75 (Employees, Digawadih Colliery Vs. 
Their workmen) have held that;- 

“Though Section 25-F speaks of continuous 
service for not less than one year under the employer, 
if the workman has actually worked for 240 days during 
a period of 12 calendar months both the conditions arc 
fulfilled. The definition of “Continuous Service” need 
not be read into Section 2S-B. The fiction converts 
service of 240 days in a period of twelve calendar 
months into continuous service for one complete year. 
The amended Section 25-B only consolidates the 
provisions of Section 25(B) and 2(eee) in one place, 
adding some other matters. The purport of the new 
provisions, however, is not different. In fact, the 
amendment of Section 25-F of the principal Act by 
substituting in clause (b) the words “lor every completed 
year of continuous service” has removed a discordance 
between the unamended Section 25B and the unamended 
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Cl. (b) of Section 25-F. No uninterrupted service is 
necessary it the total service is 240 days in a period 
of twelve calendar months either before the several 
changes or after these. The only change in the Act is 
that this service must be during a period of twelve 
calendar months preceding the date with reference to 
which calculation has to be made. The last amendment 
has now removed a vagueness which existed in the 
unamended Section 25-B". 

In the decision reported in AIR 1981 SC-1253 
(Mehanlal Vs. M/s. Bharat Electronics Ltd.), the Hon’ble 
Apex Court have held that, 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947). Section 
25- B (1) and (2), Continuous service. Scope of 
sub-sections (I) and (2) is different, (words and phrases- 
Continuous Service). 

Before a workman can complain of retrenchment 
being not in consonance with Section 25-F, he has to 
show that he has been in continuous service for not 
less than one year under that employer, who has 
retrenched him from service. Section 25-B as the 
dictionary clause for the expression “continuous”. Both 
in principle and are precedent it must be held that 
Section 25-13 (2) comprehends a situation where a 
workman to not in employment for a period of 12 
calendar moths, but has rendered for a period of 240 
days within the period of 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant date, i.e. the 
date of retrenchment. If he has, he would be deemed 
to be in continuous service for a period of one year 
for the purpose of Section 25-B and chapter V-A”. 

The Mon’ble Apex Court in the decision reported 
in AIR 2003 SC-38 (M/s. Essen Deinay Vs. Rajeev 
Kumar) has held that: 

“Industrial Disputes Act (14 of 1947)- S.25-F, 10- 
Retrenchment Compensation-Termination of services 
without payment of -Dispute referred to Tribunal-Case 
of workman/workman that he had worked for 240 days 


in a year preceding his termination. ‘(Maim denied by 
management- Onus lies upon workman to show that he 
had in fact worked for 240 days in a year. In absence 
of proof of receipt of salary workman is not sufficient 
evidence to prove that he had worked for 240 days in 
a year preceding his termination." 

10. So, it is clear from the principles enunciated 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court in the decisions mentioned 
above that for applicability of Section 25-F of the Act, 
It is necessary to prove that the workman worked for 
240 days in preceding 12 calendar months commencing 
and counting backwards from the relevant date and the 
burden of such proof is upon the workman. 

11. file present case at hand in now to be 
considered with the touch stone the principles enunciated 
by the Hon’ble Apex Court and it is to be found out 
if the workman has been able to prove that he had in fact 
worked at least for 240 days in a year preceding his 
termination. According to the workman, his services 
were orally terminated on 29-12-2001. So, it is necessaiy' 
to prove that in the preceding twelve calendar months 
of 29-12-2001, the workman had worked for 240 days . 

13. Except his oral evidence on affidavit, the 
workman has not produced any other evidence in 
support of his claim that he had actually worked for 240 
days in the preceding 12 months of 29-12-2001. Thus 
the workman has failed to discharge the burden which 
was upon him. 

As the workman has failed to satisfy the eligibility 
qualification prescribed in Section 25-1’ read with Section 
25-B of the Act, the provisions of Section 25-F are not 
applicable to his case and as such, he is not entitled 
for any relief 

ORDER 

I'he reference is answered against the workman. 
The workman is not entitled to any relief 

J.P.CHAND. Presiding Officer 
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